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THE   LEARNED    DOCTOR*S     SCHEME,    AS    IT     NOW    STANDS,    AFTER 

THE  LATEST  CORRECTION,  ALTERATION,  AND  EXPLANATION, 

18  DISTINCTLY  AND  FULLY  CONSIDERED. 


Beware  lest  any  man  spoil  you  through  philosophy  and  vun  deceit,  after  the 
.  tradition  of  men,  after  the  rudiments  of  the  world,  and  not  after  Christ. 

^         For  in  him  dwelleth  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily.    Colosi.  ii.B,  9, 

\yj  Qaid  tibi  visum  est,  homo  Ariane,  tam  multa  dicere,  et  pro  causa  ^cmb  inter 
^  nos  agitur  nihil  dicere :  quasi  hoc  sit  respondere  posse^  quod  est  taoere  nos 
0         posse  ?    Jugustm,  cantr,  Maxim,  p,  6T7,  ed.  Bened. 
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PREFACE. 


IT  is  now  about  three  years  and  a  half  since  I  offered  to 
the  world  a  Vindication  of  Christ's  Divinity,  or,  A  De- 
fence of  some  Queries,  in  answer  to  a  Country  Clergy- 
roan.  Within  a  few  months  after  the  publication,  some 
notice  was  taken  of  it  in  an  anonymous  pamphlet,  en- 
titled. Modest  Plea,  &c.  Continued ;  or,  A  Brief  Answer 
(not  to  my  Defence,  but)  to  my  Queries.  To  which  I  re- 
plied, soon  after,  as  much  as  I  thought  needful,  in  a  Pre- 
face to  my  Eight  Sermons.  I  was  promised,  in  an  Adver- 
tisement at  the  end  of  Modest  Plea,  &Cr  a  larg6  and  par^ 
ttcular  answer  to  my  Defence:  and  this,  I  presume,  is 
what  has  now  lately  appeared,  entitled,  A  Reply  to  Dr. 
W.'s  Defence,  &c.  under  the  name  of  A  Clergyman  in  the 
Country.  To  this  the  following  sheets  are  intended  for  a 
fuU  and  distinct  answer :  how  far  they  are  really  so,  or 
how  far  they  come  short,  is  submitted  to  the  judicious 
reader. 

The  book,  which  I  here  profess  to  examine,  may  be 
allowed  to  contain,  in  a  manner,  the  whole  strength  of  the 
Arian  cause,  reaZ  or  artificial;,  all  that  can  be  of  any  force 
either  to  convince  or  to  deceive  a  reader.  And  if  there 
a{q>ears  to  be  a  great  deal  more  of  tbe>  artificial  than  there 
is  of  the  rea/,  there  is. certainly  a  fault  in  the  men$  but, 
at  the  same  time,  some  great  defect  in  the  cause  too, 
which  wanted  to  be  thus  supplied^  For  whether  we  con- 
sider the  hands  supposed  to  have  been*  enaployed  in  draw- 
ing, up  the  Reply,  or  th^  time  and  pains  spent  in  revising 
and  polishing,  we  may  be  confident,  that  had'  it  been 
possible  to  find  out  any  real  and  fitrn  foundation  for 
Arianism  to  rest  upon,  it  would  never  have  been-  left  tc^ 
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stand  upon  artificial  props^  or  to  subsist  by  subtilty  and 
management* 

This  is  not  the  place  to  give  the  reader  a^  full  list  of  all 
the  artificial  advantages  made  use  of  by  those  gentlemen 
in  support  of  'Arianism :  a  few  hints  may  here  suffice. 
Their  disclaiming  the  name  all  the  while  they  are  inculcat- 
ing the  thing;  to  keep  their  readers  in  ignorance,  and  to 
steal  upon  them  by  surprise :  their  wrapping  up  their  doc- 
trine ID  general  and  coTifiise  terms ;  to  prevent  its  being 
narrowly  looked  into,  or  ptirsued  in  its  remote,  or  even 
immediate  consequences :  their  elaborate  and  studied  pro- 
lixity in  proving  such  points  as  nobody  calls  in  question, 
and  then  slipping  upon  the  reader^in  their  stead,  some- 
thing very  different  from  them,  without  any  proof  at  all : 
their  avoiding,  as  much  as  possible  the  defensive  part, 
where  the  main  stress  lies,  and  keeping  themselves* chiefly 
txy  the  pensive;   perpetually  objecting  to  the  Catholic 
scheme,  Instead  of  clearing  up  the  difficulties  which  clog 
tlieir  own :   their  bending  their  main  force  against  our 
consequential  doctrine,  of  three  Persons  being  one  God, 
instead  of  directly  attacking  our  premises,  that  the  Divine 
titles  and  attributes  belong  equally  to  every  one;  as  to 
which'  the  Scripture  is  very  full  and  express :  these  and 
other  the  like  artifices  will  be  easily  seen  to  mn  through 
their  whole  performance.     But  their  masterpiece  of  sub- 
tilty lies  in  contriving  a  set  of  ambiguous  and  equivocal 
terms,  to  put  the  main  question  into  5  such  as  may  be  capa- 
ble of  a  Catholic  sense,  or  at  least  look  very  like  it,  in 
order  to  claim  some  countenance  from  Catholic  antiquity ; 
but  such  as  may  also  be  drawn  to  an  Arian  nneaning,  that 
so  they  may  secure  the  point  which  they  intend.    Thus, 
betwixt  the  two  senses  or  faces  of  the   same  words, 
choaen  for  the  purpose,  they  shall  never  want  pretence  or 
colour  from  antiquity,  even  while  endeavouring  to  prove 
things  the  most  opposite  and  repiignant  thereto  in  real 
sense  and  significancy.     Such  is  the  convenient  use  of 
equivocal  words  or  phrases,  when  ingenicmsly  made  choice 
of,  and  managed  by  rules  of  art.     , 
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In  the  following  papers,  I  have  particularly  endeavoured 
to  clear  the  sense  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Churchy  and  to  vih- 
dij^te  the  same  from  misrepresentation.  All  that  remdns 
to  be  done  in  tilis  Preface  is  to  obviate  two  objedionSf  of 
very  different  kinds,  which  have  been  lately  made  by  men 
of  very  opposite  principles.  One  »  pretends  that  we  are  very 
singular,  in  claiming  the  suffrage  of  the  Ante-Nicette 
Church  in  favour  of  the  Athanasian  doctrines^  the  other^ 
is.  for  entirely  waving  all  searches  into  antiquity,  in  rela- 
tion to  this  controversy,  as  being  either  needless  or  fruit- 
less. 

1.  As  to  the  first,  we  are  confidently  told,  '<  that  few  of 
**  the  truly  learned  and  impartial  Athanasians  themselves, 
^*  from  the  very  days  of  their  founder,  till  our  late -writers 
**  of  controversy,  Bp.  Bull,  Dr.  Grabe,  Dr.  Waterland, 
*^  have  denied  the  truth  of  this  fact;  that  the  Ante-Nicene 
**  Fathers  were  generally  against  the  Athanasian,  and  for 
^*tbe  Eusebian  doctrines  <5."  To  countenance  this  pre- 
tence, a  long  and  pompous  detail  of  Athanasian  Confessions 
(as,  they  are  called)  are  packed  together,  and  laid  before 
the  English  reader. 

It  will  be  proper  here,  in  the  entrance,  to  examine  what 
truth  or  justice  there  is  in  this  strange  report  j  that  so, 
prejudices  being  removed,  the  reader  may  come  with  the 
greater  freedom  to  the  examination  of  what  is  offered,  in 
the  following  papers,  on  the  head  of  antiquity. 

We  must  trace  this  matter  down  from  the  first  begin- 
nings of  the  Arian  heresy,  about  the  year  319.  It  may 
be  known  from  Alexander,  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  what 
opinion  the  Catholics  in  general  then  had  of  the  novelty  of 
4he  Arian  or  Eusebian  ^  doctrines. 

In  the  year  3111,  he  with  his  Clergy^  in  their  circular 

»  Mr.  Whiston  in  his  reply  to  Lord  Nottiugham. 

*»  .The  author  of  IVo  Letters,  one  to  Lord  Nottingham,  the  other  to  Mr. 
Whiston. 

«  Mr.  Whiston's  Reply  to  the  Earl  of  Nottingham,  p.  3. 

*  Note,  They  were  called  Eusehians  from  Eu^ebius  of  Nicqracdia,  one 
of  the  chief  promoters  of  the  Arian  cause. 
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letters  represent  the  Arians  or  Eusebians  as  fallen  into  a 
great  apostasy ^  and  as  forerunners  of  Antichrist.  They  ex- 
claini  against  the  Arian  doctrines  in  this  manner  and  in  thi&se 
words;  "  Who  ever  heard  sucAi  things  as  these?  or  who, 
<^  jtfh^t  now  jhear^  them,  is  not  astonished  at  tbem,  does 
"  QC^  stpf)  Wis  ears  for  fear  of  polluting  his  ears  with  such 
<^  impurity  of  doctrine  ?  Who  that  hears  St*  John  declaring 
"  ih9l  in  the  beginning  was  the  Wbrdj  does  not  condenm 
"  tho^  that  say  that  he  mice  was  not  ?"  &c.  In  conclusion 
of  the  Epistle,  they  compare  them  with  Hymenseus  and 
Philetus,  and  the  traitor  Judas:  and  they  anathematize 
;them  as  enemies  to  God,  and  subverters  of  souk.  Now 
C^  w^  well  sv^pose  that  Alexander,  a  very  pious  and 
good  mian,  with  groat  numbers  of  his  Bishops  and  Clergy, 
would  have  gone  these  lengths  in  their  censure,  had  they 
had  the  least  siiispicion  that  the  Arian  doctrines  were  at  all 
agiieeable  to  the  faith  of  the  Ante-^Nieene  churches  ? 

TwQ,  years  after  this,  in  the  year  3^3,  the  same  Alex- 
ander, in  his  letter^  to  Alexuider  of  Constantinople,  per- 
sistj»  in  the  same  warmth  of  zeal  against  tiie  Arian  doc- 
trines. The  abettors  and  favourers  of  them  he  ranks  with 
the  Ebionites,  Artemonites,  and  Samosatenianse,  (con- 
^emoed  heretics,)  brands  them  as  novellists  of  late  ap- 
pearing ^,  as  men  that  thought  none  of  the  ancients  worthy 
to  be  compared  with  tbism,  pretending  to  be  the  only  wise 
men  themselves,  ^nd  to  be  inventors  of  doctrines  which  never 
lefpre  entered  into  man's  head'K  This  was  what  Alex- 
ander thought  of  the  Arians  at  that  time.  Little  did  he 
suspect  that  the  Ante^Nicene  Church  had  been  at  all  fa- 
vourable to  their  notion^. 

In  the  year  3^5,  as  is  well  known,  the  Arian  doctrines 
were  proscribed  and  anathematized  in  the  fsunous  Council 
of  Nice,  consisting  of  three  hundred  and  eighteen  Bishops, 

"  Ex|^  2ipu4  Athanas.  p.  397.  ed.  Bened.  ap.  Soerat  ficd.  Histor.  lib.  L 
cap.  3. 

f  ExtatTheodoiit.  E.  Hist.  Ub.  i.  cap.  4. 
8  Thcodoret.  E.  H.  p.  15.  ed.  Cant, 
h  Ibid,  p.)  6.  i|bid.  p.  J7. 
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very  unanimocrs  in  their  resolutions^  excepting  a  few  re- 
daimants.  In  their  Synodical  Epistle  k,  they  dedare  that 
they  bad  condemned  the  Arian  doctrines  of  the  Sen's  being 
frwfh  Tiefhingf  and  ikai  he  ortce  was  not,  as  full  of  blasphemy 
ftnd  madness^  and  such  as  they  had  not  patience  to  hear. 
So  fiir  were  they  from  any  apprehension  that  the  Arian  or 
Eusebian  doctrines  had  been  held  by  the  ancient  Church* 
This  was  the  year  before  Athanasius  (our  founder,  as 
Mr.  Wh.  calls  him)  was  Bishop  of  the  Church,  and  about 
fifteen  years  before  he  drew  his  pen  in  defence  of  the  doc- 
trines established  in  that  Council. 

Much  about  the  same  time,  the  good  Emperor  Con- 
stantine,  after  a  lair  and  full  hearing  of  the  cause  in  the 
Nicene  Coandl,  bears  his  testimony  against  Arius,  as 
being  ^^  first  broacher  of  that  doctrine,  by  the  instigation 
of  the  Devil  K  And  he  makes  an  order  to  have  the  Arians 
branded  with  the  name  of  Porphyrians  «S  as  bdng  fol- 
lowers of  the  Pagan  Porphyrius,  dther  in  their  avowed 
opposition  to  Christ,  (as  some  think,)  or  in  their  adopting 
the  Platonic  gradations  into  the  Christian  Trinity,  as  others 
conjecture. 

In  the  year  335,  Marcellus  and  Eusebius  engaged  on 
opposite  sides :  from  which  time  Mr.  Whiston  begins  the 
date  of  the  Athanasian  Confessions.  What  he  produces 
from  Eusebius  himself  is  not  to  the  purpose,  since  he 
reckons  not  him  with  the  Athanasians,  about  whom  our 
present  question  is.  However,  it  is  of  no  great  moment, 
if  Eusd>ius  could  ever  s6  justly  appeal  to  the  ancient 
Doctors  against  Marcellus's  particular  tenets;  many  of 
which  (as  Eusebius  was  pleased  to  understand  them)  were 
undoubtedly  novelties.  As  to  Marcellus,  he  charges  the 
Eusebian  or  Arian  heresy,  as  a  thing  then  newly  invent- 
ed».  He  gives  up  nothing  in  respect  of  the  Ante-Niceoe 
Fathers  in  general,  but  in  respect  of  Origen  only :  whom 

I*  Apud  Socrat  £.  Hist  Hb.  L  cap.  9,  Compare  Athanas.  vol.  i.  p.  283. 
>  Socrat.  E.  H.  Ub.  i.  cap.  9.  p.  30.  ■  Ibid.  p.  31. 

»  Euseb.  eontr.  Marcdl.  lib.  i.  cap.  4.  p.  20. 
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he  supposes  to  have  been.  In  some  pomts^  not  very  con- 
sistent ®.  Neither  does  he  confess  that  Origen  was  entirely 
in  the  sentiments  of  the  Eusebians;  but  only  that  he 
agreed  with  them  in  making  the  Son  a  second  Hypostasis  P : 
which  Marcellus  scrupled  to  allow^  not  considering  that 
Origen's  sense  of  a  second  Hypostasis  (intended  only  in 
opposition  to  the  Noetian  heresy)  was  a  quite  different 
thing  from  what  the  Eusebians  or  Arians  were  contending 
for.  It  is  to  be  noted,  that  Marcellus  and  the  other  Eu- 
stathians  were,  for  some  time,  too  nice  and  scrupulous 
about  admitting  three  Hypostases ;  differing  therein  from 
the  wiser  and  more  judicious  Athanasians. 

About  the  year  352,  Athanasius  wrote  his  Epistle  con- 
cerning the  decrees  of  the  Nicene  Council.  What  he 
thought  of  the  doctrine  erf  the  Ante-Nicene  Church  may 
appear  sufficiently  from  one  passage,  running  thus : 

"  We  give  you  demonstration  that  our  doctrine  has 
♦*  been  handed  down  to  us  from  Fathers  to  Fathers.  But 
**  you,  ye  revivers  of  Judaism,  and  disciples  of  Caiaphas, 
*'  what  writers  can  you  bring  to  father  your  tenets  ?  Not 
**  a  man  can  you  name  of  any  repute  for  sense  or  judg- 
"  ment :  all  abhor  you^  excepting  only  the  Devil,  who  has 
"  alone  been  the  father  of  such  an  t^stasy  q,"  &c. 

Many  other  passages  ^  of  the  like  import  may  be  pro- 
duced from  Athanasius,  who  every  where  appeals  to  con- 
stant tradition,  along  with  Scripture,  for  the  truth  of  his 
doctrine,  against  the  Arian  novelties.  Neither  are  the 
pretended  Confessions,  which  Mr.  Whiston  alleges  out  of 
hipn,  of  any  the  least  moment ;  amounting  to  no  more 
than. his  proposing  of  some  Arian  objections;  which  he 
abundantly  confutes  in  the  very  places,  showing  them-  to 
be  nothing  else  but  misrepresentation  and  calumny. 

In  the  year  355,  Hilary,  one  of  the  greatest  Bishops 
of  the.  west,  and  who  may  be  justly  called  the  Western 

«  Euseb.  contr.  Marcell.  lib.  i.  cap.  4.  p.  22.  p  Id.  ibid. 

/i  Athanas.  de  Decret.  Syn.  Nicaen.  p.  233. 
'  Athanas.  p.  Ill,  262,  412, 502,  676,  723.  ed.  Bened. 
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Atbanasius,  wrote  his  first  letter  to  Constantius  the  Em- 
peror ;  in  which  we  have  the  following  testimony  relating 
to  our  present  purpose. , 

'^  After  four  hundred  years  almost^  since  the  only  be- 
**  gotten  Son  of  God  vouchsafed  to  take  pity  on  lost  man- 
'^  kind,  as  if  there  had  been  no  Apostles  before,  or  as  if 
^^  after  their  martyrdoms  and  deaths  there  had  been  no 
^^  Christians,  now  at  length  is  come  abroad  the  Arian 
^*  pestilence,  novel  and  direful,  not  a  plague  of  infected  air, 
"  but  of  execrable  blasphemies.  Have  they  then,  who 
**  believed  before,  entertained  false  hopes  of  immortality  ? 
^^  It  is  but  laie,  we  know,  that  these  imaginations  have 
^^  been  invented  by  the  two  Eusebius's  and  Narcissus, 
'^  and  Theodorus,  and  Stephanus,  and  Acacius,  and  Me- 
^'nophantus ;  and  the  two  ignorant  and  immoral  youths, 
*^  Ursatius  and  Valens,  whose  letters  are  published,  and 
"  who  are  farther  convicted  by  credible  witnesses,  such  as 
"  have  heard  them,  not  so  much  disputing,  as  barking 
^^  against  us^."  In  another  treatise,  published  three  years 
after,  the  same  Hilary,  having  shown  how  he  had  received 
his  faith  from  the  Prophets,  Evangelists,  and  Apostles, 
goes  on  thus:  '*By  these  have  I  been  taught  to  believe 
'*  as  I  do :  in  this  faith  am  I  imbued  beyond  recovery. 
"  Pardon  me,  O  God  Almighty,  that  I  cannot  be  moved 
"  from  this  belief;  but  I  can  die  for  it.  This  age  is  tardy, 
**  I  conceive,  in  bringing  me  these  Tnostimpious  teachers : 
"  these  masters  are  too  late  for  my  faith,  a  faith  which 
*^  thou  hast  taught  me.  Such  was  my  faith  in  thee,  before 
"  ever  I  so  much  as  heard  of  these  names:  by  thee  was  I 
*^  thus  regeneratedi  and  from  that  time  forwards  thus  am 
**  I  ever  thine  ^"  Such  is  the  constant  strain  of  this 
blessed  saint;  who  every  where  brands  the  Arian  doc- 
trine as  the  neWf  novel,  upstart  heresy,  folly,  madness ; 
and  the  broachers  of  it  as  the  new  apostolate,  emissaries 
of  Antichrist,  blasphemers,  and  the  like.  Little^^did  he 
suspect,  though  a  knowing  and  a  learned  man,  that  any 

•  Hilar,  ad  Constant,  lib.  i.  p.  1220. 
'  Hilar,  dc  Trin.  lib.  vi.  p.  892. 
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Buch  doctrine  had  been  received  or  taught  by  the  Ante- 
Nicene  churches. 

About  the  year  360,  Basil  entered  the  fists  in  this  con- 
troversy. We  shall  often  ^  find  him  appealing  to  the 
tradition  of  the  Fathers  for  the  Athanasian  doctrine.  His 
confsmon,  (in  Mr.  Whiston's  phrase,)  relating  to  Gregory 
of  Neocsesarea,  amounts  only  to  this,  that  Gregory  had 
made  use  of  some  expressions  which  evil-minded  men  had 
perverted  to  a  false  and  bad  sense,  directly  contrary  to 
Gregory's  true  meaning.  Basil  himself  bears  foil  and  clear 
testinrony  to  Gregory's  orthodoxy;  as  Bishop  Bull  has 
largely  demonstrated  S  beyond  contradiction. 

As  to  what  Basil  says  of  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  that 
he  was  the  first  who  laid  the  seeds  of  the  impiety  of  the 
Anomoeans :  thus  much,  at  least,  may  be  gathered  from 
it,  that,  in  Basil's  judgment,  none  of  the  writers  before 
Dionysius  (who  wrote  against  Sabellius,  about  the  year 
%$g)  had  any  tincture  of  that  impiety;  but  that  the  Ante- 
Nicene  Church  in  general  was  very  free  from  it.  And 
as  to  Dionysius  himself,  (however  hardly  Basil  might 
once  think  of  him,)  he  has  been  abundantly  vindicated 
by  Athanasius  among  the  ancients,  and  by  several  learned 
moderns. 

What  Basil  is  said  to  confess  of  Origen,  shows  that  in 
his  opinion,  custom  and  common  consent  was,  in  Origen's 
time,  on  the  side  of  the  doctrines  called  Athanasian; 
and  that  Origen  himself,  sometimes  at  least,  conformed 
to  it.  Put  I  shall  vindicate  Origen  at  large  in  a  proper 
place. 

Nazianzen,  a  contemporary  of  Basil's,  in  more  places 
than  one,  bears  testimony  to  the  antiquity  and  uninter- 
rupted succession  of  the  Nicene  fmth,  fi^om  the  times 
of  the  Apostles.  As  to  a  pretended  Confession  of  his  look- 
ing the  other  way,  it  will  be  considered  at  large  in  the 
following  sheets. 

Epiphanius,  about  the  year  375,  says,  that  the  apo- 

«  Basil,  contr.  Euuom.  lib.  i.  p.  5.  De  Spir.  S.  p.  167.  Ep*  79. 
«  Bull.  D.  F.  sect.  K.  cap.  12. 
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Biolical  faith  (that  is,  the  Athanasian  in  his  account)  con- 
tinued pure  and  unoormpted  till  the  time  of  Anus,  who 
divided  the  Church  y :  and  who  by  the  instigation  of  the 
Devil,  and  with  an  impudent  forehead,  let  his  tongue 
loose  against  his  Lord^:  so  little  did  he  imagine  that 
Arianism  was  piimitwe  Christianity.  He  observes  far- 
tiier,  that  had  it  not  been  for  the  subtle  practices  of  Eu- 
doxius.  Bishop  of  Constantinople,  in  perverting  and  cor- 
rupting the  most  pious  Emperor  Valens,  the  very  women 
and  children^  and  all  that  had  been  in  any  tolerable  mea- 
sure instructed  in  Christian  principles,  would  have  re- 
proved and  routed  the  Arians,  as  blasphemers  and  mur- 
derers of  their  Lord^,  &c.  Such  was  the  assurance  the 
Athanasians  ^en  had,  that  their  faith  was  the  settled  and 
standing  doctrine  of  the  primitive  churches  all  the  world 
over,  till  the  time  of  Arius. 

As  to  Epiphanius's  opinion  of  Lucian  and  Origen,  (two 
single  men,)  it  was  severe  enough,  and  indeed  not  just ; 
as  Bishop  Bull  hath  abundantly  proved.  Yet,  from  Epi- 
phanius's  censure  of  Origen,  one  may  perceive  plainly, 
that  he  thought  the  Ante-Nicene  Church  in  general,  both 
before  and  after  Origen,  to  be  of  a  very  contrary  judgment 
to  that  which  he  condemns  in  Lucian  and  Origen,  that  is, 
to  Arianism. 

At  this  time  lived  Gregory  Nyssen;  who  about  the 
year  381  encountered  Eunomius,  the  shrewdest  and 
sharpest  Arian  of  that  age.  In  his  reply  to  him,  he  takes 
notice  that  the  Church  had  been  in  possession  of  this 
doctrine,  that  God  the  Son  is  essentially  true  God,  of 
the  essence  of  the  true  God :  and  that  if  Eunomius  should 
undertake  to  confute  that  doctrine,  he  ought  to  fix  upon 
some  firm  and  certain  principles  whereon  to  proceed, 
and  trace  them  down  by  just  and  regular  deductions,  in 
order  to  come  at  his  conclusion.  After  he  had  said  this, 
he  goes  on  in  these  words. 

"  Let  no  one  here  tell  me,  that  we  ought  also  to  give 

y  Epiphan.  coatr.  Hsres.  hcix.  p.  728. 
**  Ibid,  p.736.  •  Ibid.  p.  737. 
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^*  rational  demonstration  of  what  we  profess :  it  is  suf- 
"  ficient  demonstration  of  our  doctrine,  that  we  have  a 
*'  tradition  coming  down  to  us  from  our  father;  a  kind 
"  of  inheritance  successively  conveyed  to  us  by  the  primi- 
"  tive  saints  from  the  Apostles  themselves.  They  that 
"  have  changed  those  doctrines  for  the  present  novelty ^ 
*^  will  have  yery  great  need  of  the  succours  of  reason  and 
**  argumentation,  if  they  mean  to  convince,  not  the  gro- 
^^  veiling  herd  or  giddy  populace,  but  the  grave  and 
"  staunch  men,  men  of  sobriety  and  firmness.  While 
"  they  offer  us  discourses  without  any  argument  or  der 
"  monstration  to  support  them,  it  is  only  playing  the 
^'  fool,  and  is  even  brutishly  stupid :  as  if  grater  regard 
"  should  be  had  to  empty  talk,  void  of  all  proof,  than  to 
"  the  doctrine  of  the  Evangelists  and  of  the  Apostles,  and 
"  their  successors^  the  lights  of  the  Christian  churches  ^.'' 

Here  we  see  with  what  confidence  Nyssen  appeals  to 
constant  tradition  for  the  truth  of  the  Athanasian  docr 
trine  :  so  little  did  he  imagine  that  the  Ante-Nicene  faith 
was  any  way  different  from,  much  less  repugnant^to,  his 
own. 

I  may  next  mention  a  famous  case  which  happened  in 
the  year  383.  The  Arians,  Eunomians,  and  Macedonians, 
were  then  formally  and  solemnly  challenged  by  the  Ca- 
tholics, to  refer,  the  matter  in  dispute  to  the  concurring 
judgment  of  the  writers  that  lived  before  the  controversy 
began:  but  they  declined  the  offer;  refusing  absolutely 
to  put  their  cause  upon  that  issue.  This  is  decisive  in  the 
case,  that  the  Athanasians  had  all  the  assurance  imagin- 
able as  to  the  faith  of  the  primitive  churches ;  and  that 
the  Arians  were  very  sensible  that  their  doctrine  could 
never  bear  so  fair  and  just  a  trial.  The  story  is  thus  told 
in  Socrates,  lib.  v.  cap.  10. 

"  The  Emperor  (Theodosius)  sending  for  Nectarius, 
*^  the  Bishop  (of  Constantinople),  conferred  with  him  about 
"  the  properest  method  of  putting  an  end  to  the  dissen- 

•»  Greg.  Nyss.  contr.  Eunom.  lib.  iii.  p.  125,  126. 
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**  sions,  and  restoring  the  unity  of  the  Church.  He  pro- 
"  pdsed  to  have  the  matter  in  dispute^  which  had  divided 
**  the  churches,  to  be  fully  canvassed ;  that,  removing  the 
**  causes  of  their  differences,  the  churches  might  be  re- 
*^  duced  to  concord.  Upon  the  hearing  of  this,  Nectarius 
**  was  under  some  concern :  and  calling  for  Agelius  the 
Novatian  Bishop,  of  the  same  faith  with  himself,  he  ac- 
quainted him  with  the  Emperor's  design.  He,  (Agelius,) 
though  otherwise  a  very  worthy  man,  yet  having  no 
**  talent  for  disputation^  recommended  Sisinnius,  his  Lec- 
*^  tor,  to  engage  in  a  conference.  Sisinnius  was  a  man  of 
**  great  wisdom  and  experience,  well  versed  in  Scripture, 
**  and  also  in  philosophy :  but  being  very  sensible  that 
*^  disputations  generally  are  so  far  from  healing  diffef- 
^'  ences,  that  they  rather  foment  and  inflame  them ;  he 
*'  suggested  to  Nectarius  this  method.  He  very  well 
"  knew  that  the  ancients  had  ever  avoided  the  ascribing 
^^  any  beginning  of  existence  to  the  Son  of  God,  believing 
^  him  to  be  coeternal  with  the  Father :  he  advises  there- 
^*  fore  to  set  aside  all  logical  wranglings,  and  to  produce 
*^  the  'testimonies  of  the  ancients;  leaving  it  to  the  Em- 
"  peror  to  put  the  question  to  the  heads  of  the  several 
**  sects,  whether  they  would  make  any  account  of  the 
*^  Doctors  of  the  Church  who  lived  before  the  difference 
<*  began ;  or  whether  they  would  reject  them  also,  as 
**  strangers  to  the  faith  of  Christ.  For  if  they  should  re- 
"  ject  them,  let  them  also  pronounce  an  anathema  upon 
"  them :  which  if  they  should  dare  to  do,  they  will  be 
"  immediately  detested  by  the  generality,  and  truth  will 
**  thus  be  manifestly  victorious.  But  if  they  reject  not 
**  the  ancient  Doctors,  then  will  it  be  our  business  to  pro- 
"  diice  the  writings  of  the  ancients,  by  which  the  truth  oiF 
*'  our  doctrine  shall  be  attested.'* 

Thus  far  Socrates :  who  farther  relates  that  Nectarius 
and  the  Emperor  well  approved  of  the  design,  and  im- 
mediately put  it  in  execution.  Whereupon  the  heads  of 
the  several  sects  were  at  first  much  confounded,  and  di- 
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vided  among  themselves  ^  some  commending  what  the 
Emperor  had  proposed^  and  others  not:  but  in  conclusion^ 
they  all  chose  rather  to  rest  the  cause  solely  on  logical 
disputation,  than  upon,  the  testimonies  of  the  ancients. 
Thus  the  design  came  to  nothing.  This  we  may  learn 
from  it^  that  at  that  time  of  day>  when  many  primitive 
writings,  since  lost,  were  extant,  the  Athanasisns  were 
very  willing  and  desirous  to  have  their  cause  tried  by  the 
verdict  of  the  aiuient  writers ;  being  confident  of  victory 
in  that  method :  and  that  the  Arians,  as  being  sufficiently 
sensible  of  the  san>e  thing,  prudently  declined  \U 

Mr.  Whiston  did  not  care  to  give  more  than  short, 
general  hints  of  this  famorus  challenge,  and  the  issue  of  it : 
but  he  endeavours  to  Avind  and  turn  himself  every  way  ta 
evade  its  forced.  He  pretends,  first,  that  the  question  be- 
tween the  Athanasians  and  their  adversaries  was  not  whe- 
ther the  ancients  admitted  the  coeternity  of  the  Son,  but 
whether  they  admitted  his  existence  to  have  been  without 
any  limitation  of  time :  as  if  the  Athanaaians  intended  na 
more  than  that  the  ancients  never  assigned  any  poa^iicular 
point  of  time  for  the  Son's  beginning.  But  not  to  mention 
how  silly  such  a  challenge  had  been,  and  how  unservice^ 
able  such  a  discussion  to  the  Athanasian  cause,  which  re-^ 
quired  a  great  deal  more  than  that  comes  to ;  I  say,  not  te^ 
mention  this,  Socrates'  and  Sozomen's  account  of  that 
affair  sufficiently  obviate  every  such  weak  surmises  or  in- 
sinuation. Both  say,  that  Sisinnius  well  knew  that  the 
ancients  never  durst  ascribe  any  beginning  at  all  to  the 
Son :  and  why  ?  because  they  thought  or  believed  him  ta 
be  coetemal  with  the  Father  <*.  The  question  then  was 
not,  whether  the  ancients  had  assigned  any  particular 
time  of  the  Son's  beginning  to  exist :  but  whether  they 

<  Whiston's  Reply  to  Lord  Nottingham^  Append,  p.  63. 

fycr  »»ru\fi^uven  ya^  aurav  vvfoiltov  r^  trar^l,     Socrat,  lib.  v.  C.  10.  p.  273. 

EtT  ya^^ht,  it  ol  vaXateli  o^uveefiiov  r^'tfctrfu  riw  »\h  tv^vrtff  tifx  IriXfzntrMv 
(lTt7v  Jf*  nvae  i(x*'t  '^^  ytvtriv  ahr^  ^X'"»     Soxom.  lib;  vii.  c  12.  p.  292. 
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ascribed  any  leginning  at  all  to  him.  And  Sisinnius  was 
ready  to  maintain  that  they  ascribed  no  leginning  to  him^ 
but  believed  him  to  be  coetemaL 

Mr.  Whiston  has  another  very  extraordbary  evasion, 
that  the  ancient  Doctors  appealed  to  were  not  those  of  the 
three  first  centurieSy  but  only  such  as  Father  Eustathius, 
Father  Marcellus,  Father  Alexander,  Sec.  about  or  a  little 
before  the  Council  of  Nice.  A  very  likely  matter  indeed, 
that  the  Emperor  should  ask  the  Arians  whether  they 
would  be  tried  by  the  verdict  of  those  who  had  before 
condemned  the  Arians  byname;  or  that  the  Arians  should 
be  at  all  afraid  of  pronouncing  an  anathema  upon  such  as 
Father  Eustathius  or  Father  Marcellus^  who  had  been  de- 
posed and  condemned  by  the  Eusebians  or  Arians  before ; 
one  in  a  synod  at  Antioch,  A.  D.  329.  the  other  in  a 
synod  at  Constantinople,  A.  D.  335.  Socrates  observes, 
that  the  heads  of  those  parties  durst  not  anathematize 
those  ancient  Doctwsy  lest  the  people  should  abhor  them 
for  so  doing ;  or  as  Sozomen  expresses  it,  lest  their  ow7i 
party  should  take  offence,  and  desert  them®:  is  it  at  all 
likely  that  their  own  party  should  take  such  offence  in 
this  case,  or  should  pay  any  great  respect  and  deference 
to  the  memory  of  Eustathius,  Marcellus,  &c.  ?  Besides 
this,  those  ancient  Doctors  are  styled  01  TroAaioJ,  a  word  not 
very  proper  for  such  as  lived  but  about  fifty  or  sixty  years 
before ;  and  some  of  them  alive  within  twenty,  nay  within 
ten  years  of  the  time  5  as  is  particularly  true  of  Marcellus, 
who  died  A.D.  374.  Add  to  this,  that  Socrates  and  So- 
zomen are  express  that  the  ancient  Doctors  appealed  to 
were  those  that  lived  before  the  rise  of  the  differences  %  (as 
common  sense  also  must  tell  us  they  ought  to  be :)  and 
who  could  those  be  but  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  ? 

Come  we  now  down  to  the  next  century,  beginning 

•  'Twi  TM  cixiUtv  i^^a^n^ovreti,    Sozotn,  p.  292. 

'  T»»  xr^o  Tiff  ^tett^ifftvSf  iv  rn  UxAyjWa  tsr^o<ru^fAatrd¥ratv  ^t^^xeikaiv,  Socrat* 
p.  273. 

n^o  Tins  ^leu^ifftots  rtjs  ixxkuc'ixsy  xet^nynrus  xeti  h^et^xeiXevs  rm  li^iy  Xayvf 
y^tf^fiiveus .     Sozoni,  Tp.  292. 
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with  400,  where  we  find  RuflSnus  a  strenuous  advocate 
for  the  faith  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Church  as  conformable  to 
his  own.     The  pretended  ConfessionSy  which  are  partially 
represented  from  him,  amount  to  little  more  than  this, 
that  Origen's   and  the  two  Clemens' s  works  were  ori- 
ginally orthodox^  but  had  been  afterwards  corrupted,  and 
interpolated  by  heretics  in  some  parts  of  them.     This 
shows  what  RufBnus  really  thought  of  the  orthodoxy  of 
the  Ante-Nicene  writers  themselves,  that  they  were  of  the 
same  faith  with  the  Athanasians.    And  though  Jerome 
endeavours  to  expose   RuflSnus's*  account  with   all   the 
keenness  and  satire  of  an  adversary  5  yet  he  himself  was 
forced  to  allow  it  in  the  main,  and  almost  to  say  the  same 
thing.     "  It  may  be,"  says  he,  "  that  they  erred  in  their 
**  simplicity,  or  wrote  with  a  different  meanings  or  that 
*^  their  writings  have  been  corrupted  by  little  and  little,  by 
**  unskilful  transcribers ;  or  however,  that  before  the  rise 
*^  of  the  meridian  demon,  Arius,  they  might  speak  some 
^^  things  innocently  and  incautiously.'* 

The  pretended  Confessions  out  of  Jerome  relate  chiefly 
to  Origen,  whose  case  will  be  considered  at  large  in  the 
following  sheets :  and  so  I  need  not  here  say  more  of  it. 
The  like  may  be  said  of  Theophilus. 

We  may  now  come  down  to  St.  Austin,  who  delivers 
his  mind  in  the  words  here  following,  in  his  Treatise  of 
the  Trinity,  finished  in  the  year  416. 

^'  AH  the  Catholic  interpreters  of  the  Old  or  New  Tes- 
<*  tament,  that  I  could  read,  who  have  wrote  before  me 
*'  on  the  Trinity  which  is  God,  intended  to  teach,  I4ctm- 
«^  formity  to  Scripture,  that  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost 
*^  do,  by  the  inseparable  equality  of  one  and  the  same 
**  substance,  make  up  the  Unity  divine  5."  Surely  St. 
Austin  must  have  reckoned  the  Ante-Nicene  Doctors 
among  his  Catholic  interpreters,  of  whom  he  gives  this 
full  and  plain  testimony.  What  he  has  said  of  Origen 
will  be  considered  in  another  place. 

<  Augustin.  de  Tria.  lib.  1.  cap.  3«  p.  753.'^ 
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I  pass  over  Anastasius,  and  Justimn's  pretended  Con- 
fessions, )as  respecting  none  but  Origen. 

Pholius  IS  an  author  of  the  ninth  century;  who  is 
known  to  have  been  often  too  severe  in  his  remarks  upon 
the  Ante-Nicene  writer^ :  not  considering  the  difierence  of 
times,  or  how  unreasonable  it  is  to  expect  that  those  who 
lived  before  the  rise  and  condemnation  of  heresies,  should 
come  up  to  every  accurate  form  of  expression,  which 
long  experience  afterwards  found  necessary,  to  guard  the 
faith  against  the  subtle  practices  or  provoking  insults  of 
its  adversaries.  Bishop  Bull  has  abundantly  shown,  how 
easy  it  is  to  vindicate  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  against 
every  thing  that^^an  be  objected  out  of  Photius. 

Leaving  the  ancienis,  we  may  now  descend  to  mo- 
dems, to  see  what  judgment  they  have  made  in  the  pre- 
sent question. 

Cardinal  Perron,  rio  longer  ago  than  the  reign  of  King 
James  I.  (A.  D,  1620.)  began  the  pretence,  that  the  Arians 
themselves  would  readily  submit  to  be  tried  by  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Ante-Nicene  writers.  The  occasion  of  it  was 
this :  the  Protestants  having  well  studied  the  Fathers, 
were  now  willing  to  rest  their  cause,  not  upon  Scripture 
only,  but  Fathers  too;  so  far  at  least  as  the  three  first 
centuries.  And  they  thought  that  a  much  greater  defer- 
ence was  due  to  the  judgment  of  those  early  ages  of  the 
Church,  than  to  that  of  the  ages  succeeding:  while  the 
Romanists  were  used  to  value^  the  latter  equally  with  the 
fiwrtaerj  t>r  even  to  gwe  them*  the  preferetice.  The  fcardi- 
nal,  being  pressed  in  dispute  on  this  bead,  could  think  of 
no  better  an  answer  than  that  before  mentioned.  What 
Mr.  Whiston  calls  hU  cotrfession  is,  in  truth,  nothing  else 
but  w  poor  prfetence,  cm*  subterfuge,  made  usfe  of  in  a  case 
of  extremity,  only  to  serve  the  interests  of  the  corrupt 
Church  of  Rome: 

Fisher,  the  Jesuit,  in  the  year  1626  seconded-  the  Car- 
dinal in  the  same  plea  and  upon  the  same  views:  but 
still  little  notice  was  taken  of  it,  till  a  greater  than  both, 
the  Jesuit  Petavius,  (who  in  the  year  i6wMd  intinntted 
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something  of  k,  in  his  notes  upoii  Epiphaniu8>)  did  by 
his  learned  writings  on  the  Trinity^  (A.  D.  1644,)  give 
new  countenance  and  credit  to  It.    And  if  we  consider 
well  the  time  when  Petavius  first  began  to  talk  in  that 
manner^  (a  very  little  after  Cardinal  Perron  had  opened 
the  way  to  it,)  or  the  use  that  was  to  be  made  of  it  in 
regard  to  the  interests  of  the  Romish  cause;  he  may  be 
suspected^^  by  Protestants,  to  have  had  some  bias  in  this 
matter,,  without  any  breach  of  charity^.    Some  learned 
Romanists,  such  as  Huetius^  £md  Valesius,  scrupled  not 
to  join  in  some  measure  (after  so  great  an  authority)  in 
the  like  charge  against  the  Ante-Nicene  writers ;  referring 
to  Petavius  for  proof  of  it^   This  passed  for  a  while,  till 
the  Unitarians  began  to  take  advantage  of  it,  and  to 
triumph  upon  it.     In  the  years  1658  and  1662,  Daniel 
Zwicker  made  his  boasts  of  the*  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  as 
favouring  ^rmm^m ;  and  though  Comenius  and  Hoom- 
beckicis  entered  the  lists  against  him,  they  were  hardly 
thought  a  sufHcient  match  for  him.    In  the  year  i6y6, 
Sandius  seconded  Zwicker  in  the  Arian  cause:  in  the 
year  i678>  our  countryman  Dr.  Gardner  professedly  un- 
dertook to  clear  and  defend  the  orthodoxy  of  the  Ante- 
Nicene  writers  ^  and  several  controversial  letters  passed 
between  him  and  Sandius.    The  next  that  engaged  in  the 
same  cause  was  the  learned  Le  Moyne,  in  the  year  1684. 
Soon  after,  in  the  year  1685,  followed  Bishop  Bull,  then 
a  private  clergyman ;  who  so  learnedly  and  so  effectually 
defended  the  Ante-Nicene  faith,  that  the  Arian  cause  has 
been  sinking  under  the  weight  of  hh  elaborate  pieces  ever 
since. 

When  Bishop  Bull's  books  came  to  be  known  abroad, 
they  met  with  the  universal  esteem  of  the  learned  in  Eu- 
rope, as  well  Papists  as  Protestants  y  who  from  that  time 
at  least  have  appeared  generally  well  satisfied  in  the  faith 
of  the  Ante-Nicene  writers,  and  have  stood  up  in  defence 


^  See  Bull.  Procem.  «ect.  8.  p.  6.   Nelson's  Life  of  Boll,  p.  287.   Grab. 
Trmfht,  ad  Bull!  Opera. 
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of  it.    As  to  Protestants^  I  might  mention  our  own  coun- 
trymen. Bishop  Stillingfleet,  Dr.  Cave,  and  many  others, 
to  whom  I  take  leave  to  add  the  very  pious  and  learned 
Dr.  Grabe,  who  long  resided  among  us.    As  to  the  fo- 
reign Reformed,  Fabricius  and  M.  Bayle,  two  very  learn- 
ed men,  have  declared  themselves  in  favour  of  the  same 
sentimen\s :  as  also  have  several  other  learned  Protestants 
abroad,  whose  names  and  treatises  are  recited  by  Fa- 
bricius i ;  as  to  Romanists,  I  might  mention  M.  Bossuet, 
late  Bishop  of  Meaux,  with  the  Clergy  of  France  *',  and 
even  the  best  learned  jnen  amongst  them.    Du  Pin  is  one 
who  has  taken  all  occasions  of  answering  the  objections 
made  to  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  in  the  article  of  the  Tri- 
nity: Noel  Alexander  and  Lewis  Thomassin  have  done 
the  same.     So  also  has  M.  Massuet  as  far  as  concerned 
Irenseus ;  whereof  he  is  editor.   Montfaucon  has  done  the 
like,  so  far  as  properly  came  in  his  way ;  though  he  ^ves 
up  Eusebius,  who  is  not  in  strictness  to  be  reckoned  with 
the  Ante-Nicenes.    But  the  learned  Le  Nourry  has  ex- 
ceeded them  all,  in  his  Apparatus  ad  Bibliothecam  maxi- 
mam^  where  he  is  so  zealous  in  defending  the  Ante-Ni- 
cene writers  in  genera:!,  that  he  will  scarce  allow  Bishop 
Bull  to  have  done  justice  to  some  of  them;  particularly 
to  Tertullian  and  Lactantius,  whom  therefore  he  under- 
takes to  vindicate  even  beyond  what  the  Bishop  had  pre- 
tended.   Thus  stands  the  matter  of  fact  among  the  learn- 
ed modems ;  to  whom  I  might  add  several  now  living 
amongst  us,  whose  names  I  am  willing  to  spare.    What 
then  can  be  meant  by  the  strange  report  made  of  the 
Athanasians,  from  the  days  of  iheix  founder  P  s,  report 
without  truth;  and  I  had  almost  said,  without  any  so- 
briety or  modesty.    Enough  hath  been  said  to  take  oflF 
the  pretended  singularity  of  our  appeal  to  the  Ante-Nicene 
^writers  in  this  controversy.    It  remains  only  to  throw  in 


>  Fabric.  Bibliotlk  Gnec.  vol.  riii.  p.  312>  &c. 
*  Nelson's  life  of  BuU,  p.  344,  386. 
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a  word  or  two^  in  answer  to  another  objection  of  a  very 
different  kind. 

II..  There  was  a  pamphl^  published  the  last  year,  en- 
titled. Two  Letters,  &c.  one  to  the  Earl  of  Nottin^am, 
the  other  to  Mr.  Whis.ton.  The  author  writes  on  the 
orthodox  side,  sxid  ha&  said  many  excellent  things,  which 
deserve  comn;iendation.  But  as  he, has  took  the  freedom 
to  pass  his  censure  upon  others,  he  will  ^ye  me  leave,  I 
doubt  not^  to  use  the  like  freedom  with  him.  What  I 
most  find  fault  with  is  his  narrowing  too  much  his  own 
bottom,  and  his  unwary  sapping  the  founchtion  on  which 
he  stands.  To  avoid  perplexities  and  uncertainties,  (as  he 
is  pleaasied  to  call  them,}  he  is  for  waving  all  sei^^ches  into 
antiquity,  and  is  for  confining  the  debate  to  Scripture 
alone:  and  because  many, texts  made  use  of  in  this  con- 
troversy have  not  been  perfectly  settled  to  the  satisfaction 
of  both  parties,  as  to  readings,  translations,  or  interpreta- 
tions, and  it  requires  some  learning  and  critical  skill  to 
$x  and  ascertain  them;  these  texts  therefore  are  to  be 
laid  aside  alsp,  and  the  merits  of  the  cause  left  to  be  tried 
by  those  oply  that  remain;  *'  such  as  have  never  yet 
**been  disputed  by  the  adversaries,  or  against  which 
"  they  have  nothing  to  say/^  Pref,  p.  8,  He  does  not 
consider, 

I.  The  difficulty  of  finding  out  any  texts,  of  real  weight 
in  this  controversy,  which  have  not  been  controverted, 
either  as  to  th^ir  reading,  or  translation,  or  interpretation. 

%.  Th^t  the  strongest  and  most  important  texts  are 
those  whicji  have  been  controverted;  and  for  that  very 
reason,  because  they  are  the  strongest,  &c.  For  it  was 
worth  the  while  for  the  adversary  to  rack  invention,  ^nd 
tp  call  in  all  the  succours  of  learning  and  critical  skill  to 
assoil  them,  if  possible,  and  jto  wrest  them  out  of  our 
bands.  Thus  the  first  chapter  of  St.  John  has  had  more 
pains  and  art  spent  upon  it,  by  our  adversaries,  than  any 
other  part  of  Scripture. 

3.  That  if  ortce  the  issue  of  the  cause  be  put  upon  other 
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texts  which  have  beoai  more  neglected,  it  will  be  as  easy^ 
nay  much  easier,  tojbcivent  some  pretence  or  other  against 
the  reading,  version,  or  constfiiction,  to  defeat  every  argu- 
ment built  upon  them. 

4«  That  therefore  the  method  which  this  author  pro- 
poses is  in  reality  (without  intending  it)  laying  the  weight 
of  the  dispute  upon  what  least  deserves  it,  and  can  least 
of  all  bear  it.  It  Js  deserting  our  strcr^  holds,  and  en- 
gaging the  ^vers^ary  i^on  uneqtml  ground^  and  at  the 
greatest  disadvantage:  in  a  ^^ord,  it  is  to  expose  and  be- 
tray the  cause  which  we  are  endeavpuring  to  suj^rt. 

What  I  have  b^re  observed  jn  relation  to  our  use  of 
Scripture  texts  is  in  son^  measure  applicable  to  the  tes- 
timony of  atu^  ancient^.  The  reason  why  this  also  has 
been  so  warmly  an^  resolutely  contested  with  us,  is  be- 
cause it  is  of  real  i^^ight,  and  of  very  cmsidercMe  mo- 
ment fpr  deteroiioiog  the  main  question.  It  would  be  a 
very  weak  thing  to  £^ve  up  sp  mpmentoi^  a  point  as  that 
is,  only  because  it  has  been  cont^ted;  that  is,  because  it 
is  worth  the  contending  for.  If  the  illiterate  vulgar  be 
not  competent  Judges  of  this  branch  ^  the  dispute,  (as 
indeed  they  scarce  are  of  any  dispute  through  its  whole 
icompass,  though  confined  to  Scripture  alone,)  yet  there 
are  others,  whom  the  vulgar  wiU  take  for  their  guides 
m  this  matter^  (apd  t^y  pught  to  do  so,)  wbo^^an  under- 
stand and  judge  of  it. 

The  Author  had  but  little  reason  to  be  concerned  at 
Mr.  Whistoipi's  followers  boasting  of  his  performance  as 
a  victory,  in  regard  tp  the  ancients :  it  w^  natural  for 
them  so  to  dp,  either  through  ignorance  or  tbrou^  pre^ 
Judice,  where  they  had  no  manner  of  reason.  Knowing 
and  impartial  judges  wiU  easily  see  the  difference  between 
ol^aining  a  victory  and  giving  the  last  word*  I  must  do 
nay  Lord  Nottingham  the  justice  to  sayi  thj^t  he  effectu- 
ally performed  his  part,  with  great  integrity,  learning,  and 
acuteness  5  with  the  exactness  of  a  sfholar,  and  the  judg- 
naent  of  a  complete  Divine,  Jf ad  BpJr*  Whieston,  in  bis 
M^^y,  confined  himself  (as  he  ought  tp  haVe  done^  and 
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as  my  Lord  very  justly  had  required  of  him)  to  those 
points  and  those  citations  only  which  were  before  in  de- 
bate, instead  of  pouring  in  new  imperdnencies,  and  many 
foreign  matters,  to  conceal  and  cover  his  defeat ;  the  very 
meanest  reader  must  have  seen  plainly  on  which  side  the 
advantage  lies.    But  to  return. 

The  low  notion  which  this  gentleman  every  where, 
through  both  his  Letters,  appears  to  have  conceived  of 
the  primitive  saints,  may,  I  hope,  be  corrected  by  his 
more  carefvd  perusing  them,  when  disposed  to  it.  His 
chief  argument  against  them  {viz,  that  the  adversaries 
have  been  able  to  raise  cavils  and  to  perplex  their  mean- 
ing) will  carry  him  farther  than  he  is  well  aware ;  even 
to  the  laying  aside,  not  some  texts  only,  and  those  of  the 
greatest  weight,  as  it  hath  already  done;  but  those  v^ 
texts  on  which  he  would  at  length  have  the  whole  stress 
of  the  controversy  laid.  If  this  gentleman  be  of  opinion, 
as  he  declares  in  his  preface,  that  the  gates  of  hell  should 
never  prevail  over  that  foundation,  over  the  doctrine  of 
Christ's  Divinity;  and  if  he  thinks  it  of  such  moment  that 
later  ages  have  universally  adhered  to  it,  (a  point  which 
would  be  disputed  with  him  as  well  as  the  other,  were  it 
of  half  the  moment  or  concern  as  the  other,)  certainly  he 
must  think  it  of  some  importance  to  clear  and  vindicate 
the  faith  of  the  most  pure  and  primitive  churches  in  this 
article ;  lest  otherwise  what  he  calls  the  foundation  (if  it 
cannot  be  proved  to  have  been  constantly  upheld)  appear 
at  lei^h  not  to  be  the  foundation,  but  rather  so  much 
wood,  hay,  or  stubble  built  upon  it.  To  conclude,  as  I 
would  not  detract  from  the  merit  of  whatever  this  worthy 
gentleman  has  well  urged  in  proof  of  our  Lord's  Divinity  ; 
so  neither  were  it  adviseable  in  him  to  detract  from  those 
who,  in  defence  of  the  same  cause,  and  to  very  excellent 
purpose,  have  laboured  in  searching  both  Scripture  and 
antiquity. 

To  the  law  and  to  the  testimony  let  the  appeal  be  in 
the  first  place;  and  next  to  the  united  suffrage  of  the  pri* 
mitive  churches,  as  the  best  and  safest  comment  upon  the 
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other.  On  these  two  pillars  will  our  £edth  for  ever  standi 
firm  and  unmoveaUe,  against  all  attempts ;  whether  of 
vain  philosophy,  to  batter  the  doctrine,  or  of  vainer  eriii' 
cisms  to  corrupt  or  stifle  the  evidence  r  and  ^^  the  gates  of 
'^  hell  shall  not  prevail  against  it/' 

I  should  here  advertise  the  reader,  that  In  the  following 
papers  I  have  endeavoured  always  to  express  myself  fully 
and  particularly  in  the  most  material  points :  but  as  to 
incidental  matters  of  slighter  moment,  I  have  sometimes, 
purely  for  the  sake  of  brevity,  passed  them  off  in  general 
hints  only;  such  as  will  not  be  perfectly  understood  with- 
out looUng  into  the  Reply  wliich  I  am  answering,  or 
sometimes  into  my  former  Defence. 

I  suppose  the  inqmsitive,  and  such  as  have  leisure,  will 
not  think  it  much  trouble  to  compare  all  the  three  toge- 
ther as  they  read;  espedally  where  any  thing  occurs 
which  may  appear  obscure  by  reason  of  its  brevity.  As 
to  others,  they  will  be  content  with  a  more  confuse  and 
general  perception  of  such  parts  as  are  of  least  concern- 
ment, and  reqmre  a  little  more  psuns  and  care  in  the  ex- 
amining than  they  have  leisure  or  inclination  to  spend 
upon  them. 
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JL  OU  begin  with  big  words :  you  have^  you  say,  '^  clear- 
*'  ly  shown,  that  Dr.  W*8  notion  is  entirely  contrary  to 
*^  reason.  Scripture,  and  all  primitive  antiquity/'  Your 
design,  no  doubt,  is  to  magnify  your  woiic,  and  to  help  it 
forwards  in  the  opinion  of  the  reader.  But  wise  men  will 
not  expect  much  from  a  performance  that  needs  a  pro- 
clamation in  the  entrance:  had  your  alignments  been  just, 
and  your  proofs  clear,  a  reader  might  have  been  trusted 
to  find  them  out. 

You  proceed  to  complain  of  my  "  manner  of  writing," 
as  being  ^^  greatly  fitted  to  deceive/'  You  apprehend,  it 
seemsy  that  it  may  still  have  some  influence,  notwith- 
standing that  you  have  so  dehrly  and  so  entirely  confuted 
it :  which,  \S  it  does  not  betray  a  great  degree  of  mistrust, 
is  a  very  ill  compliment  to  the  understanding  of  your 
readers. 

After  this  general  charge,  you  go  on  to  particular  com- 
plaints, drawn  up  in  form. 

The  first  is,  my  entitling  my  book  /*  A  Vindication  of 
**  Christ's  Divinity :"  being  so  rude  as  to  insinuate,  that  the 
men  I  have  to  (kal  with,  are  impugners  of  Christ's  divu 
nity.  I  confess  the  charge ;  and  api  so  far  from  thinking 
it  a  fault,  that  I  have  a  second  time  vety  deliberately  done 
the  same  thing  in  this  very  treatise.  Till  you  give  us  a 
better  accoui^  pfomr  Lord's  divinity  than  you  have  hitherto 
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done,  I  must  persist  in  it :  because  it  is  very  proper  that 
the  world  be  made  justly  sensible  of  your  prevarication, 
and  indeed  shameful  banter,  in  a  momentous  article  of  the 
Christian  faith.  I  use  the  word  divinity  in  the  plain  and 
usual  sense  of  it^as  the  Christian  Church  hath  long  done. 
I  know  of  no  divinity y  but  such  as  I  have  here  defended. 
The  other,  falsely  so  called,  is  really  none.  While  you 
maintain  th^  principles  you  do,  1  must  look  upon  you  as 
impugners  '6f  Christ's  divinity  ;  well  knowing,  that  the 
Christian  Church  in  all  ages  would  have  thought  the 
same  of  you,  and  that  your  doctrine  was  condemned  as 
blasphemy  long  before  Arius  appeared ;  and  that,  upon  his 
first  appearance,  he  and  his  adherents  were  charged,  as 
you  tibw  are,  and  very  justly,  with  denying  the  divinity  of 
their  God  and  Saviour*. 

You  have  invented  a  very  soft  natoe  for  it:  It  is  not 
denying  the  divinity  of  Christ ;  but  it  rs  differing  about  the 
^^  pairticular  manner  of  explication  of  that  doctrine,"  p*  4. 
Which  pretence,  like  many  others,  has  a  gineat  deal  more 
dS  art  than  of  solidity  in  it.  Explaining  a  doctrine  is  one 
thing,  Explaining  it  away  is  quite  aiother.  There  is  some 
difference,  for  instance,  between  explaining  the  doctrine  of 
the  resnrrection  of  the  Irody,  and  explaining  the  ^edct^  re- 
lating to  it  in  snch  a  mannfef,  as  to  make  void  the  very 
dbbtrin^  itself.  Whett  Barilides,  ValfetttSnHks;  0*r*)^  and 
^Marcion,  so  interpreted  Scripture,  as  whbHy  to  destroy 
•the  supreme  divinity  of  the. Oreator,  or  Gdddt  Israel  j  was 
'this,  think  you,  no  more  Aan  (fiflfering  <:6ncwAtig  the 
"  particular  manner  of  explication  of  his  divinity?*^  They 
acknowledged,  indeed,  bis  divinity  still}  thattis,  in  wdrds, 
and  in  Scripture  words  too ;  bet  in  a  sense  pieculiar  tjo 
themselves.  The  plain  truth  is,  you  and  we  difel^  about 
the  sense  ofScripfure^  in  the  question df  Chridt's  dwifdty. 
'We  find  Christ's  divinity  in  our  Bibles t  'you  fitrf  riot  the 
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doctripe  there.  Accor4ii^Iy»  we  assert  Christ's  divin}iy^ 
and  yo^  deny  \i\  ^hai  is,  you  deny  tbe  tking^  ^nd  regain 
ii^jtbipg  but  the  naff^:  The  difference  tben  is,,  n^  CQfi* 
cerning  the  manner  of  ej^pl^ioing  our  doctrine,  (whk^h  with 
you  is  no  doctrim,)  but  concerning  thp  ipapner  of  expUun- 
ing  the  texts  which  relate  to  it.  Yqu  apeak  of  Christ's 
divinity  however;  ypja  have  sonie  awe  acbd  reverence  for 
the  language  of  the  Cji^rch)  though  you  have  left  her 
feUth.  /Some  co^erp  you  fcav^  ^^o  for  your  own  charge- 
ters^  and  fyjc  thp  interest  ot^  the  cawse  you  are  e^g^gj^d  in; 
wlvcl^  can  nevpr  prevail,  0^9  not  with  the  pppulace,  but 
under  ijie  )bene(it  of  ^  in^.  If  it  be  ask^  why  we  hav^ 
flo  puch  doctrine  as  th^  pf  the  divinity  of  angels  axkd  of 
^agiftrqitesy  (pall^  Gods  'm  Scripture,)  pr  why  the  divi" 
ni^y  of  Christ  should  be  assorted,  while  the  ,p|her  is  absQ- 
l^ejy  denied;  I  ani  persuaded  you  will  be  mu^ch  at  ^  los^ 
for  ^y  satisf^ctQiy  a^sjy^jr,  upon  your  princtiples»  It  wijl 
bp  a  vj^n.  thpg  for  you  to  p^d,  that  you  dissert  ^s  i;ftuch 
of  Christ's  divinity  a^  Sieripi^Vire  h^th  asserted.  For,  wer^e 
t^f5  fact  feally  so,  (as.it  certainly  is  npt,)  ^n  indcjftd 
Sicxiptvue  might  jus,lp(y  yoju  in  your  denial  of  Christ's 
dipini^y  ;  but  it  ca,n  niever  }\]^tify,  ypu  in  qaUing  th^t  diiA- 
p^  whicb?  accoiidia^-to  $h/d  latiguag^  of  the  Church,  wd 
ju|%t  propriety  of  flj^eppb,  you  ypurselves^  f»  well  as  w^, 
l^ijpw  jto  be  noiiie.  . .  <  > 

YJw  tell  iflie^  th^  thp^*'  whole  aud  ody  design: of  ^e 
*^  auj^ore  I  oppose,  hf^  been^  soberly,  a^tid  in  the  fc^ur  pf 
*^  jGpi^.to  coUetct  wd  Qpp^idc^r  what  it  b  that  our  Saviour 
"  bw^elf  and  Ji^is  Apo^ttep  haye  in  Scripture  tawg^t  «5, 
'*  concerning  tl^^t,dp<?triaj,  separate  frpm,  the  metaphysml 
"  jhypotb^ses  ^ifylUble  ^and  (mi^i^us  piQU."  Npw,.ito 
I^iss  by  ,the  ,ei^rapi:4infuy  ^ilUy  of  Aew  reflec^ipi^  lipftn 
^^e^Sj  3Jid  the  itw^ri^^y  pf  Ja^«u^)iogi  $P  flfwob  to  ypw- 
seltyeis;  as  jf  ,ypvk  hgrf.  ik> ^jflWAA^^^,  xio^etffphysicalfykn' 
qies,  werie  nj^y^con^eni^ofis,sQ$^Q^faHil^^  like\otber\nifti&: 
W^yi^  thiSiry^t  giM^^nifj  j/e^v^  to  s^y^^tbut  ^e  yqi^rjde- 
signs  ever  so  good,  your  intentions  ever  so  sober,  and  your 
searches  direct^  aQ:.tbe/e£i^^God;  if  the  result  of  aU  be^ 
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that  you  cannot  find  Christ's  divinity  (properly  so  called) 
in  Scripture,  you  ought  not  to  pietend,  either  that  you 
are  advocates  for  Christ's  divinity^  or  that  any  man  is  to 
blame  for  charging  you  as  impugners  t>f  it. 

You  say  farther,  that  by  the  divinity  of  Christ,  I  mean 
my  own  particular  metaphysical  explication  of  it.  A  sug- 
gestion as  false  as  it  is  mean.  For  neither  is  my  sense 
any  particular  sense,  but  the  common  serise  of  all  men, 
learned  or  unlearned,  that  know  the  difference  between 
God  and  creature:  neither  is  there  any  thing  of  metaphy^ 
stcsAn  it,  more  than  there  is  in  the  declaration  of  the  God 
of  Israely  as  often  as  he  proclfumed  himself  to  be  God,  (in 
oiq)08ition  to  such  as  were  no  Gods,)  on  the  score  of  his 
almighty  power,  wisdom,  greatness,  and  other  divine  per- 
fections. However,  supposing  my  account  of  the  Son's 
divinity  to  be  metaphysical,  is  not  your  account  of  the 
Father's  divinity  as  metaphysical  as  the  other?  And  if 
you,  through  your  false  metaphysics,  exclude  the  Son 
from  the  one  Godhead,  I  shall  not  be  Ashamed  of  making 
use  of  true  metaphysics  to  correct  your  errors,  and  to 
establish  the  Son's  divinity^  upon  the  same  foot  whereon 
Scripture  has  fixed  it.  You  might  be  ashamed  to  mention 
metaphysics,  when  every  body  ktidWs  that  you  have  Kttle 
else  to  rely  upon,  for  the  support  <rf  your  novel  doctrine  *>• 
Who  sees  not  what  a  stress  has  been  laid  upon  a  false 
notion  of  the  self-existence  of  the  Father,  to  degrade  and 
separate  his  beloved  Son  from  the  one  true  Godhiead? 
What  batteries  have  you  not  raised  against  a  proper  son-- 
ship,  from  metaphysical  reasonings,  should  I  say,  or  reve- 
ries? That  generation  implies  division^  and  necessary  gene- 
ration outward  coaction;  that  generation  must  be  an  act, 
and  every  act  must  mean  choice^  that  necessary  agents 
are  no  agents,  and  necessary  causes  no  causes;  that  nothing 
individual  can  be  communicated;  that  three  persons  must 
be  three  intelligent  agents,  and  three  intelligent  agents, 
irociprocally,  three  persons ;  that  three  agents  cannot  bo 

h  ^  inj  DefiBDce,  toL  i.  p.  3129  213, 238. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


TO  THE  PREFACE.  s 

pne  being,  one  substance,  one  Lord,  or  one  God;  that  there 
can  be  np  medium  between  being  and  not  being;  that 
inseparable  union^  without  identical  life,  will  not  suffice 
to  make  two  Persons  one  God;  and  that  if  there  be  identi- 
cal  life,  then  they  are  no  longer  two  Persons;  nor  can 
there  be  any  equality  or  subordination;  that  the  same 
Uving  God  necessarily  signifies  the  same  individual  intellir 
gent  agent,  or  Person ;  that  God  the  Son  must  be  either 
the  same  identical  whole  substance,  or  an  homogeneous  un'- 
divided  part  of  the  infinite  substance,  upon  my  principles ; 
and  that  he  can  be  neither;  and  therefore  not  one  and  the 
same  God  with  the  Father.  Here  are  metaphysics  in  great 
plenty^  sufficient,  one  may  think,  to  furnish  out  an  ordi* 
nary  schoolman.  Nevertheless,  we  should  not,  on  this  ac- 
count, be  so  unreasonable,  as  to  censure  either  Dr.  Clarke 
or  his  friends,  for  procuring  all  the  real  assistance  they 
can  from  metaphysics ;  true  metaphysics  being  nothing 
else  but  true  divinity :  let  but  your  reasonings  be  clear, 
solid,  and  pertinent,  and  we  shall  never  find  fault  with 
them  for  being  metaphysical.  The  truth  is,  you  have  pre- 
tended  to  metaphysics;  but  have  betrayed  very  great  mis- 
takes In  that  part,  as  you  have  also  done  in  your  other 
pretences,  relating  to  Scripture  and  antiquity.  To  return 
to  the  business  of  the  title. 

You  observe,  very  shrewdly,  that  you  could  with 
**  much  greater  justice'*  (and  yet  you  did  not  think  it  rea- 
sonable so  to  do)  **  have  entitled  your  Reply,  A  Vindica- 
**  tion  of  the  Divinity  of  God  the  Father  Almighty.*' 
Truly,  if  you  had  done,  it,  you  would  not  have  found  me 
complaining  of  theitgustice  of  it:  for,  what  hurt  could 
you  have  done  to  me  or  my  cause,  by  making  yourself 
ridiculous?  I  hope,  therefore,  you  do  not  expect  any 
thanks  from  me  upon  this  head.  You  go  on,  however, 
seriously  to  show,  how  you  could  have  defended  so  con- 
ceited a  title.  You  could  have  pleaded,  that  the  *'  deny- 
*^  ing  the  Father  to  be  alone  supreme  in  authority  and 
^^  dominion  over  all,"  (in  which  consists  the  true  notion  of 
his  divinity,)  ^<  is  denying  his  divinity.'*    That  is  to  say, 
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you  could  have  begged  the  main  question,  and  hav6  there- 
upon founded  a  charge  Against  rne,  with  the  same,  nay, 
greater  justice^  than  I  charge  you  with  a  plain  matter  of 
fadt,  no  part  of  the  inain  question  between  tis.  The  ques- 
tion is,  Whether  the  one  trite  Gddkead  be  common  to  Fa- 
ther and  Son,  or  proper  to  the  Father  orlly  ?  Ydu  have 
determined  for  the  latter ;  therefore  yoti  havfe  Struck  the 
Son  out  df  the  o)te  true  Gddhead,  previously  to  our  dis- 
pute 5  therefore  you  have  denied  his  i)r6per  divinity :  snA 
the  question  how  is,  not  whether  you  have  denied  it, 
(which  is  out  of  question,)  but,  whethet-  yoii  hdve  justly 
denied  it?  If  you  see  no  difference  betweeh  the  tw6  cdses, 
I  can  only  jpity  youf  confusioti.  Whether  divinity ,  strictly 
so  called,  can  be  cofhfnon  to  iliore  Persons  than  one,  re- 
mairts  to  be  considered.  In  the  mean  while,  it  is  evident 
that  you,  by  mkklhg  it  proper  to  the  Father  only,  have 
denied  the  divinity  of  all  besides! 

a.  A  second  coriipkirit  is  6f  a  motib  in  my  titfe  pagei 
**  I  am  J6sufe  wh6m  thchi  pelnsecutest :  it  is  hard  for  thi^e 
*'  to  kick  against  the  pricks."  Now,  I  thought  a  writer 
might  be  at  liberty  to  f6llo\)v  his  judgment  or  faney  in 
such  a  trifle  as  a  rhottoy  without  being  so  solemnly  called 
to  account  for  it.  But,  it  seems,  this  must  be  now  brought 
to  the  bar,  and  deliberately  scanned.  "  As  if,"  siy  you, 
*^  the  not  rfeceiving  Dr.  W's  notions  iii  metaphysics  was 
'*  Jiersecuting  Christ."  As  if,  say  I,  the  abusing  oOndtd" 
fliysicsi  to  thfe  destruction  of  a  plath,  Sdripture  doctrine, 
and  the  undermining  thei  Christian  faith,  y/t'^  nbt,  by  a 
^  vei-y  easy  figui-e,  justly  called  the  "  f>ersecuiiil'^  6f ^Christ," 
*^  crucifying  tlie  Sbh  of  Gdd  afresh,"  artd  ^'  putting  liini 
"  to  ah  open  shame."  ' 

Since  I  am  called  upon  ih  this  case,  t  Vifl  t'eli  ybu, 
so  far  as  I  retnember,  wh^t  t  princip'aiHy  fetettded  by  the 
motto. 

I.  One  thing  was,  to  intimate  the  ^at  awe  arid  dread 
which  every  man  ought  to  have  ii^oii  his  miiid,  WhSti  he 
takes  pen  in  hand  to  'vrAi6  rh  <5Jpjp)bsitildii  to  lii's  Sivititir's 
Godhead,  arid  with  ia  fohned  design  to  deprive  lim  of  that 
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worships  and  ihone  divine  honours,  which  have  been  ceni- 
ytanily  paid  him  by  inpiimerable  martyrs  and.CQn&aaorfl^ 
by  tfa^  whole  GhUrch  of  Christ  for  fourteen  (oenturies  at 
leasts  I  doubt  tiot  to  say  ftetentden^  Whatever  may  be 
{deaded  for  disputisg  points  bf  an  inferior  nature,  and  lesft 
aetbyj^  thi^  partacultirly  is  a  causd  not  to  bb  ^nteD^d  int0 
witlK>ut  "  fear  and  tremUing/"  by  any  pious  man;  lest 
hafJy  be  be  found  to  "%ht  against  God/*  You  may 
itmikj  perhaps^  you  have  no  n^ed  of  «uch  cautioti :  but  for 
that  very  reason,  I  should  be  apt  to  conclude  you  have^  , 
2^  Another  thing  [intended  by  the  moito  was,  .to  iasi^ 
nuate^ho^  impfacUcable^ad  vain  (in  all  probability)  any 
ftttetnpt' must  be  to  defeat  thd  doctrine  of  our  Lord'jS  ^m- 
fiiVy;  which  has  now  stood  the  test  for  a  long  tract  of 
o«oturies>  though  aU  irnjagioable  endeavours  and  a^rtifices 
have  beeft  frpm  the  beginning. eimployed  to  ovjerthrow  it. 
A  late  writer  <^  viery  well  observes,  that  ^^  this  foundation 
**  has  been  .«o  upheld,  that  where  the  first  institution.we^ 
^^  «^  it  w^rfe>  sunk  out  <£  Ha^moryt  by  the  weight  of  im* 
*^pure  mijctwitis,  as  in  the  Greek  Churoh;  and  where 
*^  ft¥6ry  other  article  of  faith  kaA  received  woiunds  by  the 
^'  tnnQva<4on8  of  error,  ad  in  the  Roman  Church ;  yejt  all 
^  eif  ihem  have  adheifed  to  and  preserved  this  main  and 
^*^/ii»da«^ftzij)ointt05lUai8day/'  The  same  is  like^i^e 
toie  of  all  the  Chwpbes  of  the  Reformation:  and  God  ha? 
yisiklf  bdtoted  ajbd  defeated  all  attempts  against  the  ef^r-^ 
^l  Godhead  of  ^nr  Messed  S^vipuf.  ^'  It  i$  hard  Sot  thee 
^^  !to  kkk  against  the  pficksr/^  So  said  a  pious  Father  <rf 
die  iGbnrch,  applybg  it  to  tflais  v«ay  case  ^,  (<wie  y^ould 
think  ^ith  a  rpce^hetic  >piii^)  thirteen  hiAndred  y^ars  Bfpi. 
StK^h'wete  thea  the  sentiments  of  the  tvisest  atnl  best  mm 
«f  those  times.    They  wen^/Mible,  they  were  men :  but 

c  Two  Iietten  to  tiie  Eari  of  Not^ngbfan-flntd  Mr.  ^WUstoji.  Pref.  ip.  19. 
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if  posterity, /a//eA2e  as  they,  grow  bold  and  daring,  where 
the  other  would  have  trembled,  let  them  look  to  it.  They 
had  the  same  Scriptures  we  have,  and  better  helps  for  the 
understanding  them :  they  had  their  faculties  of  discern- 
ing no  less  than  we;  and  they  spared  no  pains,  or  care, 
in  their  searches.  This  is  a  consideration  of  some  mo- 
ment, especially  in  d^fundamental  article.  We  should  not, 
at  least,  go  rashly  into  contrary  sentiments,  nor  without 
plain  Scripture  to  warrant  it.  We  may  be  apt  to  flatter 
ourselves  too  much,  and  think  we  see  farther  than  those 
before  us;  when  in  reality,  perhaps,  it  is  not  that  we  have 
more  sense  than  they,  but  that  we  want  their  piety. 

You  tell  me  how  carefully  the  men  of  your  way  have 
**  studied  the  Scripture,*'  and  how  sincerely  they  have 
^^  made  use  of  all  the  helps  God  has  given  them,  to  un« 
"  derstand  it  rightly/'  Be  it  so :  and  I  do  not  know  any 
one  that  can  lay  it  to  the  charge  of  St.  Paul,  that  he  had 
not,  in  such  a  sense,  sincerely  studied  the  Scripture,  or 
had  not  sincerely  made  use  of  the  helps  God  had  given 
him,  though  still  a  persecutor  of  Christ.  However  sincere 
you  may  have  been,  yet  believe  also  that  others,  as  sincere 
as  you,  have  carefully  studied  the  same  Scriptures;  and 
that  the  most  eminent  lights  of  the  Christian  Church  in 
alt  ages,  have  as  sincerely  thought  it  their  indispensable 
duty  to  pronounce  an  anathema  upon  the  doctrine  you 
^ve  us,  as  you  do  that  you  ought  to  receive  and  follow  it* 
We  have  nothing  to  do  to  inqvdre  after  your  sincerity^  of 
which  God  is  judge.  Neither  civil  judicatures,  nor  eccle- 
siastical courts,  ev^  proceed  upon  that  bottom.  Our  busi- 
ness is  not  to  consider  the  sincerity  of  the  men,  but  the 
nature,  quality,  and  tendency  of  the  doctrine.  There  have 
been  sincere  Photinians,  sincere  Samosatenians,  sincere 
Sabellians,  sincere  Papists,  sincere  Jews  and  Mahometans, 
And  indeed,  what  sects  are  there  that  have  not  sincere 
men  amongst  them?  The  more  sincere  you  are,  the  better 
it  will  fare  with  you  at  the  great  day  of  account.  In  the 
mean  while,  give  us  leave  to  be  sincere  too,  in  condemning 
beartUy  what  we  heartily  disapprove.^    And  let  the  m- 
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ctniy  61  eadi  be  tried  by  the  nature  and  quality  of  the 
eause  you  and  we  are  engaged  in,  and  by  th^  strength  of 
the  evidence  on  either  side;  on  which,  as  I  conceive, 
chiefly  hangs  the  proof  of  our  smcerUy.  You  proceed  to 
invective.  <<  It  concerns  those  who  thus  afiect  to  sit  in  the 
'^  seat  of  God,  and  to  equal  their  own  disputable  noticms 
<<  with  the  express  word  of  God,  to  consider  a  little  more 
^^  seriously  what  spirit  they  are  of/'  But,  laying  aside 
childish  wrath,  \s%  us  argue  this  matter  coolly  and  sedately 
with  you.  Is  it  ^^  afiecting  to  sit  in  the  seat  of  Grod,"  that 
we  are  doing  our  bounden  duty  in  condemning/alse  doc-* 
trine,  or  wluit  we  take  to  be  such ;  and  in  '^  contending 
^  earnestly  for  the  Ceuth  which  was  once  delivered  to  th^ 
^^  saii^  V*  And  how  is  it  ^^  equalling  our  own  disputable 
^  notions  with  the  express  word  of  God,''  when  we  stand 
up  for  the  <'  express  word  of  God,"-  against  those  who 
appear  to  us  to  contradict  and  pervert  it,  in  favour  of  their 
metaphysical  conceits  and  ill-grounded  hypotheses?  What 
ri|^t  have  a  few  private  men  to  claim  express  Scripture^ 
loid  to  equal  thdr  own  disputaUe  notions  with  the  '^  ex* 
♦^  press  word  of  God,"  in  opposition  to  the  Christian 
world,  as  capable  of  jud^g  what  Scripture  is,  as  they 
that  so  vainly  boast  of  it  ?  Cluurge  us  no  more,  so  fondly, 
with  <^  afiecting  to  sit  in  the  seat  of  God,"  lest  it  be  told 
you,  in  return,  th^t  there  appears  to  be  infinitely  more 
pride,  vanity,  and  arrogance,  in  a  few  private  men  sitting 
in  judgment  upon  whole  Churches,  and  throwing  their 
hasty,  ill-grounded  censures  upon  Fathers,  and  CoutkHs, 
and  all  the  greatest  and  wisest  men  that  have  lived  in  past 
centuries,  than  any  can  be  imagined  in  those  whom  you 
so  injuriously  reflect  on;  for  no  cause,  but  for  honestly 
decliuring  their  abhorrence  of  your  novel  and  dangerous 
ojMnions.  Surely  we  may  presume,  vrithout  "  afiecting 
^  to  sit  in  the  seat  of  God,"  to  think  some  vtry  fallible 
men  liable  to  errors:  and  when  in  fact  it  ai^>ear8  that  they 
ve  so,  we  may  presume,  according  to  our  bounden  duty, 
to  take  all  proper  care  to  prevent  such  errors  spreading. 
But  enough  has  been  said  in  mdication  of  a  motto. 
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» 

3*  A  third  compkitit  is  of  my  unxighbMm  use  of  th^ 
term  Arians,  and  Ariani^,  But  that  this  censure  of 
yours  is  very  unrighteous  may  appear  sufficieutly  from 
what  I  have  elsewhere  demonstrated  S  &ud  may  agcdn>  4s 
occasion  offers.  In  trlith,  h  is  compUooenting  you^  to  call 
you  Arians ;  for  you  really  c6me  short  of  the  old  Ar}ans> 
in  more  points  ^n  one,*  (as  I  shall  observe  hereafter^) 
and  have  not  so  honourable  thoughts  of  God  the  Son^  as 
the  generality  of  the  ancieni  Arians  had«  As  to  what  you 
pretend  about  the  '^  particular  tenets  of  Arius,'*  I  showed 
you  loiig  ago  ^^  that  yours  di£kr  not  in  any  thing  material 
•  from  them.  You  are'  ^eased  to  say,  that  by  my  **  wky 
<^  of  cdnsequential  deductioins  the  Fathers  of  the  Geuncil 
'^  of  Nice^  and  all  their  CathoBc  predecessors,  inty  ^th 
*'  equal  justice  be  charged  wiA  Ariankm/'  You  mea])#  I 
suppose,  provided  in  drawing  'consequences^  no  regaid  be 
bad  to  what  is  plain  or  elscttre,  rigki  or  wnmg^  true  of 
false.  f>uch  a  coTise^aential  ways  as  tUs,  never  Was  my 
way;  sand,  I  hope,  never  will  bet  whether  it  be,y«|r5,  we 
shsJl  see.  You  are  to  pkrove^  diat  the  CbvdicU  cf  Nice  is 
chargeable  with  Ariahism,  upon  my  principles*  I  pep-^ 
ceiVe,  you  are  sangmne  enough  td  undertaJte  it;  we  are 
now  to  examine  how  you  perform. 

I  mus^  abridge  your  long  tedious  train  of  argliflyent,  to. 
bring  the  parts  nearer  together,  and  to  save  myself  the 
trouble  of  transcribing.  Biit  I  will  take  care  that  your 
argument  shall  not  Ipse  a  tittle  of  its  force  or  strength  j 
having  indeed  none  to  spare. 

^*  The  Council  of  Nice,  by  asserting  that  the  Son  was 
'^  not  {'xonfiits  If  QOK  oifTOBv)  made  or /turned  out  ofnoilumg^ 
"  but  (ygyvjj^g)^  H  r^^  o^Waf  row  varfos)  generated  from^,  the 

*^  substance  of  the  Father confessedly,  did  not  nieati 

'^  either,  that  the  Son  was  (which  is  the  first  of  Dr.  W's 

•  Supplement  to  ^be  Case  of  Arian  Subscription,  vol.  U. 

^  Defence^  vol.  i.  p.  154. 

t  See  ray  Supplement,  vol.  11.  where  I  justify  my  charging  our  adversaries 
with  consequences,  and  also  intimate  in  what  cases  such  a  conduct  Is  aAow<- 
able  or  otherwise. 
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^^  two  senses  of  the  tertn  individual)  the  same  identical 
**  tVhdle  distance  with  the  Father— or  (which  is  the  Doc- 
**  tor*i  other  setise  of  the  term  individual)  that  he  was  a 
**  hdimgeneous  undivided  part  of  that  infinite  and  insepara- 

**  ble  substance  which  is  the  Father*s But  their  inean* 

«^  Iflg  evidently  was,  thit  ad  onfe  fire  id  lighted  from  an- 
**  other  wilhout'^y  divisibity  nhcissionj  diminution,  ffc.  so 
*^  the  Soti  S^as  get!erated  from  the  Father  without  any 
**  divisibfi;  lA^siim,  &i:\  bi  the  Father's  substance,  or  of 
*'  hfe  tf  ^(Wtfe  dupretiie  Authority  arid  ddminicm  over  all.  And 
«^  iMd  hotibh  of  their*;  be^Ja'dsfe  it  Supposes  the  Son  to  be 
$^  .  \u  ^5t  i?fte  ^hmnce  of  l?Ae  Father,  but /row  the  suh^ 
^*  i^6«ci^  of/Ae  Father  t  atiid  because  it  supposes  the  gene- 

"  rfelibh  ohhb  SOn  tb  fee  dttoc/  of  ithe  Father and  be- 

^'^  ea\ise  it  reserved  inviokHy  to  the  Father^  hid  add?yri«, 
^'  his  aloTi^  slmfyre'Aie  aUthirUy  and  dominion  ober  all,  which 
'^  idftalcefe  him  tb  b6  in  th6  absolute  sense,  the  one  Godt 
<^  therefore^  I  say>  this  tiotibnfir.  W.  is  pleasedgto  rank, 
"  irtftiotig  other  things,  under  thfe  head  bf  Arianism." 

This  is  the  vonseijiienti&l  thing,  Which  you  h^ve  been 
jie^ed  to  bri^g  forth.  The  ium  is  thus :  If  Dr.  W.  stjp- 
poses  the  Son  to  be  a  part  of  the  Father's  substance,  (which 
he  dbes  not,)  drid  if  the  Nioene  Cbuheii  denies  the  Father 
and  Scih  tb  be  oi^e  undivided  substance,  (which  it  doth 
not,)  knd  if  tlie  Cbui^il  supposes  the  eternil  gerieration 
to  be  an  act,  iti  thfe  sense  <A  free  choice,  (which  is  2ifal)se^ 
supposition,)  and  if  the  Council  supposes  the  Father  alone 
to  have  supreme  dominion  over  all,  (which  is  another/afce 
supposition,)  if  these  several  false  and  groundless  supposi* 
tSoris  be  evidently  true;  then  Dr.  W.  by  charging  some 
persons  with  Arianism,  who  deserve  it,  has  consequentially 
charged  others  also,  who  have  not  deserved  it.  That  I 
may  be  certain  of  doing  you  justice,  as  to  this  marvellous 
thread  of  readotting,  I  will  come  to  particulars. 

In  the  first  place,  where  do  you  find  me  saying  that 
the  Son  is  either  the  *'  sanie  identical"  (that  is,  same, 
same)  '^  whole  substance  with  the  Father,'*  or  an  '^  undi- 
'*  vided  part  of  that  substanqe  which  is  the  Father's  ?'*  I 
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leave  whole  and  parts^  to  those  gentlemen  of  fitrong  kna^ 
gination,  who  consider  every  thing  in  a  corporeal  way,  un- 
der the  notion  of  extension.  All  that  I  say  is,  that  Father 
and  Son  are  one  undivided  substance;  which  is  also  the  sense 
of  the  Nicene  Fathers.    For, 

Q,.  Where  do  you  find  iJiat  tbe  Nicene  Council  eve? 
supposes  the  Father  and  Son  not  to  be  one  and  the  johm 
undivided  substance  ?  They  say,  Ix  rta  ^lai^from  the  sub^ 
stance  of  the  Father:  this  is  all  you  have  to^round  your 
cavil  upon.  But  the  Council  supposes  the  Son  to  be  both 
from  the  substance  of  the  Father,  and  o/*the  substance  of 
the  Father,  and  but  one  substance  in  both,  because  of  the 
inseparable  union  and  connection  of  both.  The  doctrine 
is  plainly  this,  God  of  God,  and  both  one  God;  light  of 
light i  and  both  one  light;  substance  of  substance,  and  both 
091^  substanceK  This  is  the  Catholic  doctrine,  wluch  it  is 
much  easier  to  carp  and  cavil  at,  than  to  confute.  I  should 
take  nq|^e  of  your  words,  not  m^fiiU  1$  ^k  oyrcoy,  not 
made  or  formed  out  of  nothing.  Why  do  you  here  insert 
mnfid^,  and  pretend  to  give  the  sense  of  the  Council  in  a 
way  wherein  they  never  expressed  it  ?  Is  it  not  to  insi- 
nuate, that  the  Council  ima^ned  the  Son  to  be  made,  or 
formed,  only  not  out  of  nothing?  One  may  believe  that 
this  was  in  your  head,  by  your  slily  remarking,  presently 
after,  that  Tertullian,  Origeni^,  and  Lactantius  aflSrmed 
the  same  thing  of  angels  and  souls,  as  the  Nicene  Fa- 

fsTf^  ra,  &XXm  /tifn,  Orig,  conir.  Celt,  p.  18. 

i  Quemadmodiim  lumen  de  .Imniiie,  et  utmnKjoe  ammi  Inmen,  jn€  Intel- 
Ugatur  sapientia  de  sapientia,  et  ntrumque  ima^sapieiitia :  ergo  et  uoa  esseiL- 

tia,  quia  hoc  est  ibi  esse  quod  sapere Pater  et  FUius  simul  una  sapientia 

ipiia  una  essentia,  et  nngillatim  sapientia  de  sapientia^  sicut  essentia  &e 
essentia.  Jugust.  de  TVm.  lib.  vii.  cap.  1»  2.  p.  855. 

Conanium  de  connlio,  et  voluntas  de  tduntate>  sicot  sobstantia  de  gaV 
stantia,  sapientia  de  sapientia.  Ibid.  lib.  xy.  cap.  20.  p.  994. 

See  other  examples  of  the  same  way  of  speaking,  collected  by  Petavius  de 
Trin.  Bb.  vi.  cap.  10.  p.  351. 

^  See  Origen  fully  vindicated  in  tfaii  nsgeet  hf  Hdstioa  Origealaa.  p.30> 
93. 
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/ 

thers  did  of  the  Son.  Your  report  of  every  one  of  them 
is  utterly  false  f  (as  shall  be  shown  in  a  proper  place;)  but 
were  it  true,  what  is  it  to  the  Nicene  Fathers,  who  were 
wiser  men  than  to  countenance  any  such  detestable  doc- 
trine ?  What  they  meant  by  hx  rrig  w<rla$  toD  iruTpos,  is  very 
plain  from  the  Creed  itself^  and  has  been  fully  explained 
and  vindicated  *  from  misconstructions.  The  sum  of  what 
they  intended  was,  that  the  Son  was  not  from  nothing, 
nor  from  sny  extraneous  substance,  but  from  the  substance 
of  the  Father;  ^s  light  streaming  out  from  light,  but 
without  ^vision,  or  abscission,  or  diminution;  being  eter- 
nally in  the  Father,  as  well  eisfrom  him,  and  inseparably 
included  with  himp  Indeed,  the  Arians  invidiously  charged 
them  with  making  the  Squ  a  part  of  the  Father's  sub- 
stance^,  as  you  also  are  pleased  to  charge  me.  Which  is 
to  me  an  argument  that  my  notion  is  still  the  same  with 
that  of  the  Nicene  Fathers,  and  yours  not  diffcfent  from 
that  of  the  Arians. 

3.  Where  do  you  find  that  the  Council  ever  supposes 
the  generation  of  the  Son  to  be  an  act,  in  your  sense  of 
act  f  The  Council  has  not  a  word  about  act,  that  I  know 
of:  nor,  if  it  had,  would  it  be  at  all  to  your  purpose.  The 
question  about  act  will  depend  upon  another  question. 


>  See  my  Defence,  vol.i.  p.  328^329.  BuU.  D.  P.  p.  114.  Athanas.  p.  224» 
895.  Eusebias  of  Nicomedia  may  be  an  evidence  of  the  meaning  of  U  riit 
^mt,  (wbile  he  is  endeavouring  to  expose  it,)  by  what  he  uses  ai  paraiM,  and 
iriiat  as  opporite  to  it 


Parallel. 
«-#(/,  n  S|  Jiitoffoitit  riit  $wUs, 


Opposite. 

Tris  ^v^UK  riit  aytif^wrw  ftn  fiu^j^m, 
*'ETt^»9  Tf  (pw«t  Hoi  r^  ^wafAtt, 
KrtroK 

ButXnfiM'T*  ytfifAtft* 

Euseb.  Nicopud.  apud  Theod,  lib.  i.  cap.  6.  p.  24. 

Some  of  these  expressions  wliich  Ensebius  uses  as  parallel,  are  put  mvh- 

dwomify  and  tt^jwrimailjf.    But  still,  we  may  see  what  in  the  mun  was  the 

.  CatlieUc  sense  of  the  ^irase,  throiigh  the  fake  eokrars  whereby  he  hoped  to 

expose  it 

»  See  Alias's  Letter.  Apod  Theod.  E.  H.  lib.  i.  cap.  5.    And  Eusel^  of 
NicovKdia.  Hieod.  lib.  i.  cap.  6. 
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viz.  Whether  the  Council  intended  an  eternal  or  temporal 
generation?  Uppn  either  supposition,  I  can  allow  the 
generation  to  be  an  act;  but  not  i^  your  no.vel  ^epse  of 
actf  in  both  cases.  Suppose  it  eternal^  then  the  g^ieration 
was  an  act;  but  in  the  ancient  sense  of  act  apd  nea^s^/gry 
agency :  as  the  sun  was  supposed  to  act  in  generatip^ 
rays ;  fountains  to  act  in  generating  stre^ipis ;  the  n^nd  tp 
act  in  generating  thoughts  >  trees  to  ^ct  m  gdmrs^tiffd 
branches ;  bodies  to  act  in  generating  efiluvia,  vapour^j  or 
perfumes;  the  earth  to  act  in  generati^c^  fruits;  aod  th^ 
like.  No  matter  whether,  in  stjdcjtness,  these  kiads  of 
generatk)ns  should  be  called  9Cts :  they  are  svich  as  the 
ancients  caWed  so;  and  when  we  are  interpret?^  the  an^' 
cients^  we  must  attend  to  the  ancient  sense  of  w<^rds.  Ne* 
ce«ary  acts  were  th^n  called  ac^s;  j^  th^ei^or^  po  won- 
der if  eternal  genera;ti»n  w^  looked  upon  as  an  et^ruftl 
act.  But,  suppose  thd  Counqil  iptendted  only  tempioraf 
generation,  (as  some^  have  thought,  and  U  8^n»^  not  im^ 
probable,)  then  I  readily  allow  it  to  be  an  <ic?/,  even  in 
your  sense  jofcAotc6i;  as  much  as  was  the  Son's  gen^cur 
tion  of  the  blessed  Viigpb.  But  then  I  insiftt  up<m  it,  tb^ 
the  Nicene  Fathers  jpqaintained  the  Son*$  stomal  and  ifiier 
ce^sary  existence,  antecedent  to  the  generii^n;  .which  h 
SL  doctrine  opposite  to  yours,  as  light  to  darkness. 

4.  In  the  last  place,  where  do  you  find  one  word  of  the 
Father's  alone  supremacy  of  dominion  in  the  I^icene  de- 
crees ? .  This  is  purely  a  fiction  of  your  own,  without  the 
least  shadow  of  a  reason  for  it.  Do  you  find  ^  Nicene 
Fathers  telling  you  of  a  sovereign  producing  to  himself  a 
subject y  or  of  a  Lrd  and  master  producing  a  servant  ?  Is  it 
subject  of  sovereign,  very  subject  of  very  sovereign;  in- 
stead of  God  of  God,  very  God  of  very  Godf  You  will 
see  that. one  is  of  the  other,  not  that  one  is  above  the  other. 
If  the  Father  be  there  called  Almighty,  (xavroxfiraiip.^)  yet 
they  understood  the  Son  to  be  Jlmighty  of  Almighty, 
(xetrroxpoLT»p  he  w^vroxpottjo^^,)  as  well  as  God  of  God: 

&(X** »«'  »tf»rir  »«)  §  viof.  Jthan,  Expos.  HfL  p^^9. 
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all  perfections  common  to  both,  only  not  coQrfiinately ; 
the  Fadier  havii^  hif  perfections /rom  none,  tlxe  Son  hav- 
if^  ^le  same  perfectiops^om  him;  equal  in  every  things 
but^till  deriving  that  very  equality.  If  this  be  the  av^iv- 
ria  you'  speak  o^  the  thing  is  true,  but  not  pertinent;  if 
you  mean  more^  it  may- be  pertinent,  but  it  is  not  true; 
Bor  have  you  a  syllable  of  proof  for  it^  either  in  Scripture 
9t  antiquity. 

•  We  have  now  seen  how  well  you  have  ajcquitted  your- 
s^in  the  consequential  way^  under  this  article;  not  quite 
so  well^  I .  thiid;:,  as  before  in  your  charge  upon  me  ai 
ienging  the  Fair's  divinity.  I  must  do  you  the  justice 
to  say>  that  you  can  sometknes  numage  an  argument  to 
greater  ^vantage:  or  if  you  could  not^  I  should  have 
maide  it  my  resolutton  not  to  exchange  a  wor<l  mor^  with 
yon.  How  you  came  to  perform  so  much  bblow  yourself, 
here  in  your  Preface^  I  know  not ;  exce)>t  it  be,  that  yt>ur 
passicms  wsere  .more  deeply  engaged  in  this  part,  than  in 
the  rest.    To  proceed. 

4.  A  fourth  hiead^of  complainl  jis,  tba^  I  have  ^'  talked 
^  about  caUiag  in  question  a  fundamental  article  of  feU* 
*^gion.*'  I  iuvciso;  and,  I  pray^whfe^  is  thye. offence  of 
80  doing}  Your  first  reason  againsltit  Ue$  in  these  word^j 
^  as  if  the  first  article  of  the^Greed  was  no;^  m$  fm^Vf^PJXr 
*^<  tal  as  the  second/'  But^whp  ^i?e  tbey  that  set  thejksl 
and  secon£  artkdeb  '^  v^iianoe  ndutb  eac^^Qther,  when  for 
fourteen  centuries,  and  more,  they  have  agreed  most  ami- 
caUy  tog^lier  ?  Do  not  be  surprised,  when  I  tell  you, 
that  you  are  the  men  that  impugn  tbe^ri*  article,  by  im- 
pugning the  second'.  I  have  learned  from  ih^  first  article, 
that  Qod  is  a  Father:  which,  in  the  sense  of  the  Christian 
Church,  and  accordii%  \fi  the  intention  ^  the  compilers 
of  the  Creeds^,  supposes  him  to  have  a  Son  p  j  a  coetemal. 


«  aee  my  Sennoot,  ^.  198.  finD.  J;idk,  £od..p.  36^  &e,  StUfiag^^t,  7>riii^ 
eap.  ix.  p.  229. 

yif  iuti  irmr^is  wUv  ir<  furm^u  rSv  Swm,  CyriL  Hieros,  p.  114.  Beued. 

•  Ecele^ 
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coequal,  and  coessential  Son,  of  the  sam€  nature  with  hini« 
And  I  readily  submit  the  case  to  the  pious  and  considerate, 
reader  to  judge  of,  whether  I,  who,  among  the  other  per- 
fections and  glories  of  the  Father,  reckon  this  for  one, 
that  he  has  always  had  with  him  so  great  and  so  divine  a 
Son<);  equal  to  himself;  or  you,  who,  out  of  the  abun- 
dance of  your  metaphysics^  contrive  to  rob  him  of  that 
superlative  glory,  show  the  greater  zeal  and  concern  for 
the  honour  of  God  the  Father.  The  Pagans,  I  know, 
thought  it  very  much  for  the  honour  of  their  supreme 
Godf  to  have  other  Gods  under  him.  This  they  looked 
upon  as  an  article  of  grandeur,  and  the  very  top  o^  magni- 
ficence r.  But  Christians  never  talked  at  this  rate:  they 
thought  it  most  for  the  honour  of  the  supreme  Father  to 
have  a  Son,  equal  to  him  in  nature,  and  one  God  with  him. 
You  go  on  td  another  exception :  **  As  if  an  article's  be- 
**  ing  fundamental,  was  a  reason  why— —even  the  most 
<^  learned  and  able  men  should  by  no  means  be  sufiered 
^^  to  consider  or  inquire  what  this  fundamental  article  is.^' 
You  have  very  little  reason  to  use  this  kind  of  talk  with 
me;  because,  when  I  first  entered  into  conference  with 
you,  my  whole  design  and  desire  was,  to  have  the  thing 
amicably  debated  betwixt  us,  and  with  equal  freedom  on 
both  sides,  in  a  private  way,  without  troubling  the  press. 
And  thougli  the  article  I  am  defending  be  ^fundamental 
one,  yet  it  was  never  ^such  to  me,  till  I  had  well  examined 

EoclesiflB  fides  solttm  renim  Demn  PtUrem  con^Bssa^  am&be^a  et  Ckri^ 
ivm.  Hfiar.  p.  1006.  Bened. 

Pairem  cum  audis,  FUU  intellige  Patrem,  qui  filius  supradicte  ut  imago 
substantis.  Rtffin,  Symb,  p.  540. 

i  Tw  vtftirv  irmritf  JvymBmi.  C^riL  Hiero$,^.S7.BmtA, 

'SiCtfUv  yt  r«»  wmri^a^  Brnttfuiimtnt  mttrtS  tm  mip,  Kiytn  ami  r«f  i«%  Mmi  AXm^ 
^IMV,  »m}  iiMu$rvmff  JMI4  w»9TM  im^  t4HU  fMfta^»afiu  r«y  imo  r§v  S^*ut,  tSrtt  H 
umi  V99  ytfit^ivra  A^-i  r»S  tmvtu  v-ttr^ig,  Orig,  cmUr,  Celt,  p.  387. 

Honor  FiHi  dignitas  airPatonia;  et  glorioana  anctor  dt,  ex  quo  is>  ^  tali 
gloria  nt  dignusy  eztiterit  IRIatr.  p.  832. 

'  Onatos  apud  Stob.  Bed.  Fhyi.  cap.  3.  Flotiiiua  Enn.  it  lib.  is*  cap.  9^ 
p.  207. 
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It:  nor  do  I  expect  it  should  be  sucb  to  you,  without  the 
like  method.  However,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  diiTerence 
between  settling  one's  own  private  faith,  and  undertaking 
to  publish  and  propagate  the  same  among  others.  While 
a  man  pretends  no  farther  than  to  judge /or  himself ,  he 
ought  to  rest  unmolested,  to  enjoy  the  freedom  of  his  own 
private  sentiments,  whereiA  others  are  not  concerned.  But 
when  he  endeavours  to  draw  disciples  after  him,  the  case 
is  altered ;  and  it  then  becomes  the  common  concern  df  all 
that  have  truth  at  heart,  and  more  especially  of  those  who 
are  the  appointed  guardians  of  the  Chrbtian  faith,  to  be 
upon  the  watch  against  seducers,  and  to  interpose  their 
seasonable  offices  to  prevent  the  growth  of  any  dangerous 
error.  There  must  be  some  public  restraints  to  hinder 
conceited  men  from  venting  crudities ;  as  well  as  a  just 
and  due  regard  to  the  interests  of  truth,  if  any  roan,  with 
sobriety  and  modesty,  has  any  new  thing  to  offer.  Where 
to  fix  the  true  medium  between  liberty  and  restraint  is  not 
my  business  here  to  inquire:  I  think,  our  governors  in 
Church  and  State  have  already  fixed  it,  beyond  all  reason- 
aUe  exception*    But  to  rettim. 

Let  those  learned  and  able  men  you  speak  of  consider 
and  examine,  that  they  may  find  out  the  truth ;  and  when 
they  have  done^  defend  it.  But  if  the  result  of  their  inqui'*^ 
ries  is  the  embracing  and  propagating  of  errors ;  be  they 
ever  so  learned  or  able,  they  must  be  rebuked  and  re* 
proved  for  it.  What  if  a  learned  Jew  or  a  deist,  aftet- 
examining  and  considering,  thinks  it  right  and  just  to 
reject,  and  openly  to  vilify  the  Christian  revelation  ?  May 
he  not  therefore  be  told  that  his  labours  have  been  ill  laid 
out,  and  that  his  infidelity  is  a  very  great,  a  very  unpar- 
donable crime  ?  And  if  another,  after  inquiry,  sets  Yixai* 
^self  publicly  to  oppose  any  momentous  article  of  the 
Christian  faith;  it  is  the  duty  and  the  business  of  those 
that  Juiow  better,  and  of  those  tlmt  are  in  authority,  to 
stand  up  for  the  true  religi<m,  and  to  use  all  prcq>er  means 
for  its  preservation.    What  would  have  become  of  the 
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Cbiifttian  £aith,  if  such  learned  #hd  able  men  as  Praxeas, 
Noetus>  Paul  of  Samosata,  Photinus^  Arius^  Eunomius, 
A{)ollinarki8y  8cc.  had  not  been  vigorously  opfoned,  and 
expdled  the  Christian  Church  ?  Errors  once  entered  have 
b^en  sometimes  kept  in  by  the  same  methods,  as  4ruth 
hath  beeki  preserved ;  just  as  the  banks  intended  to  keep 
out  the  waters^  if  twice  overflowed,  sarvc  afterwards  to 
keep  them  in :  which  is  yet  no  arguinent,  I  suppose,  for 
having  no  har^s  at  all,  or  for  throwing  all  open  to  ifeuui«> 
dations.  You  add,  ^  as  if  taking  great  pmns-— *-*to  find 
^^  out  the  sense  and  nieaniiig  of  a  tloctrine,  was  calling  ui 
^<  question  the  doctrine  itself:'"  whbh  I  have  answered 
above.  In  your  next  words,  you  betray  an  unbeooniog 
heat^  which  should  be  avoided  always,  if  you  desire  to  wet 
clear.  ^^  Wonderful,"  you  say,  "  that  the  very  fevnda* 
'^  tions  of  all  religion  and  of  aU  truth  should  be  tlnis 
^'  turned  into  ridicule  by  men  of  learning,  whhout  their 
*'  perc^ving  what  they  are  doing !"  A  heinous  and  h^vy 
charge;  not  iipon  nne,  not  upon  a  few  private  men,  foot 
upon  the  Church  of  Christ  In  all  ages,  and  upon  the  bea^ 
men  of  it.  For,  what  is  it,  I  beseech  you,  that  you  am 
here  so  severely  declaiming  against,  un^  the  opprobrious 
name,  of  '^  tumii^  all  religion  into  ridicule?''  I  say,  what 
is  it,  but  the  Church's  acknowledging  that  there  are  yfii|:*> 
damenkih  in  religion,  and  her  defending  ^3s^%t  fimdamen*' 
talsy  in  such  a  way  as  Christ  and  his  Apostles  have  taught^ 
tier,  against  all  o]^sers  ?  Be  you  ever  so  tAle  or  so 
leafnedy  (which  I  dispute  not,)  yet  we  know,  tfaat  if  an 
angel  from  heaven  comes  to  teach  its  any  o^Affr  doctrine 
than  what  we  have  received  from  Scripture^  we  have 
St.  Paul's  warrant  for  pronouncing  an  anatheriuL  upon 
that  and  him.  You  will  say,  no  doubt,  tlsat  you  liave 
truth  and  Scripture  on  your  side.  WelU  thieU:  is  saying 
something,  if  you  can  make  it  good :  it  is  ihe  very  point 
which  we  are  going  to  try.  In  tftie  mean,  whiles  4ii^f 
fiot  against  the  properest  metiioeb  of  defending  t^^^ft*^ 
serving  the  trutky  (mfUuBh  are  undoubtedly  light  ^  and 
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good^  m  the  general^)  but  show,  if  you  are  able,  that 
there  i«  something  particular  in  the  present  case,  to  put  k 
bar  to  the  general  rule. 

5.  The  last  article  of  complaint  is,  my  ^^  artificially 
^*  Oonceafing  from  the  reader  the  true  and  indeed  only 
*'  material  point  in  question,  and  amusing  him  with  mat- 
**  ter«  of  a  quite  diflferetit  kind."  In  this  affected  charge, 
^whicb,  I  am  unwilling  to  say,  you  do  not  believe  one 
word  of,)  I  blame  not  so  much  the  injuriousness  of  it, 
»ince  it  is  too  weak  to  do  hurt,  as  the  hiiiscretion.  Might 
you  not  have  been  content  to  set  out  upon  a  new  foot^ 
and,  as  it  were,  silently  and  unobserved,  to  alter  the  terms^ 
of  the  question  5  but  you  must  be^n  with  laying  your 
sin  at  my  door,  and  charging  me  with  the  very  fault 
which  you  are,  that  instant,  committing  ?  I  will  show 
y^u,  first,  that  my  maimer  of  stating  the  main  question 
was  i%ht :  and  I  shall  afterwards  tell  you  what  I  have  to 
«ay  to  y^wrs;  which  in  reality  {when  stripped  of  its  am- 
iiguity)  is  not  different  from  mine.  All  my  labour  and 
endeavour  was,  to  bring  the  dispute  to  this  short  ques- 
tion, whether  the  Son  of  God  be  2l  precarious  being,  that 
is,  a  creature y  -or  no^.  This  was  the  only  point  I  was 
concerned  for;  being  that  upon  which  all  the  rest  turn, 
ITiere  therefore  I  Iwd  the  stress ;  making  it  my  business 
to  confate  whatever  I  could  find  in  I>r.  darkens  pieces, 
tending  to  degrade  the  Son  of  God  into  precarious  exist- 
ence, or  to  make  a  i^reatme  of  him.  If  this  point  be  but 
pm^  secured,  that  the  Son  is  m  ireafwr^,  but  necessarily 
idling;  the  Docbpr  may  go  on  taJking  of  supremacy ^  and 
whatever  el«e  he  pleases  *,  they  are  incidental  points  only, 
and  tfiti3t  either  fall  »of  course,  or  dse  be  understood  in  a 
sense  consisterd  with  the  resohition  of  the  other  question. 

'  You  are  sensMe  of  this  yourself  5  and  therefore  you  all 
the  way  resolutely  dispute  with  me  l!he  point  of  the 


•  See  my  Supplement,  where  I  have  shown  nine  several  ways,  from  the 
writings  erf  Dr.  Clarke,  and  his  dlsbijrtes,  that  they  do  by  immediate  and 
iieeeMary  coMe^ueuee  make^^Son  a  <(>r^9<«^* 
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Son's  necessary  existence,  as  much  as  the  other  point  o^^ 
the  Father's  supremacy:  you  are  ai  resolute  in  denying 
the  Son  to  be  me  God  with  the  Father;  you  are  scrupu- 
lous as  to  calling  him  Creator,  and  never  directly  assert 
his  creating  of  the  world  by  his  own  power,  or  his  coeter* 
nity.  In  short,  you  dispute  every  thing  with  me  that  is 
pleaded  to  exempt  him  from  the  number  of  precarious 
beings,  or  creatures.  Were  it  not  for  this,  you  shcMild  be 
permitted  to  talk  of  the  Father's  supremacy  as  much  as 
you  pleased,  and  to  make  sense  of  it  at  leisure*  Indeed, 
the  determining  of  the  point  of  supremacy,  and  how  it  is 
to  be  held,  depends  entirely  upon  the  other  question; 
which  is  therefore  the  main  question  betwixt  us.  Do  but 
allow  me,  that  the  Son  is  no  creature,  that  he  exists  not 
precariously,  but  necessarily,  that  be  is  one  God  with  the 
Father,  that  he  is  properly  Creator,  and  by  his  own  power> 
with  other  the  like  things;  and  you  shall  then  go  on, 
without  let  or  hindrance,  in  your  talk  of  the  supremacy. 
Now  then,  will  you  please  to  answer  me :  Do  you  under* 
stand  the  supremacy  in  a  sense  which  you  believe  con^- 
sistent  with  .the  points  which  I  maintain,  viz.  the  Son's 
necessary  existence,  uncreatedness,  &c.?  If  you  do,  the 
dispute  is  ended ;  go  on  and  prosper  with  so  Catholic  a 
notion  of  the  supremacy.  Or  do  you  understand  the 
supremacy  in  a  sense  not  consistent  vnih  those  other  points 
which  I  maintain?  If  this  be  the  case,  (as  I  presume  it  is,) 
then  do  not  pretend  that  those  other  points  are  not  mate^ 
rial;  for,  by  maintaining  them,  I  overthrow  your  pre- 
tended supremacy,  as  much  as  you,  by  maintaining  the 
supremacy,  design  to  overthrow  the  Church's  faith :  and 
so  it  matters  not,  whether  the  main  question  be  put  into 
your  terms  or  mine ;  since  both,  in  reality,  cotne  to  the 
eame  thing.  Only  there  is  this  difference  in  the  case ; 
my  way  of  stating  the  main  question  is  plain  and  clear; 
yours,  obscure  and  ambiguous:  mine  is  fitted  to  instruct 
and  inform;  yours,  to  perplex  and  corifound  a  reader :  mine 
is  proper  to  bring  the  debate  to  a  short  and  clear  issue ; 
yours,  to  protract  and  lengthen  out  a  dispute :  in  a  vrord. 
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mine  k  sincere  and  open,  like  that  of  a  man  that  knows 
fak  cause  is  good ;  yours  is  fallacious  and  disguised,  as 
of  one  that  is  diffident  of  his  cause,  and  is  retiring  behind 
the  curtain.  You  will  have  the  question  put  thus :  IVke- 
ther  the  Father  alone  hath  supreme  authority j  sov&reignty, 
and  dominion  over  all?  When  this  is  stripped  of  ambi- 
guity and  chicane,  I  suppose  it  will  fidl  into  mine.  You 
determine  in  the  affirmative.  The  Son  then  is  naturally  a 
subject  of  the  Father,  and  the  Father  is  his  sovereign  Lord 
and  Ruler*  He  has  an  absolute  right  over  him,  to  call 
him  to  account,  to  reward  him,  if  he  does  weH,  to  punish 
him,  if  he  does  amiss.  This  all  men  understand  to  be  im- 
plied in  supreme  dominion;  a  right  and  power  over  sub" 
jecisy  to  compel,  constrain,  and  punish,  as  occasion  serves; 
and  in  short,  to  bridle  them  at  pleasure.  Is  this  your 
meaning?  Pray  then,  where  is  the  difference  between 
S2^ng  it,  and  callii^  Qod  the  Son  a  creature  f 

And,  do  you  imagine  that  you  have  any  the  least  sylla- 
ble of  proof  of  such  alone  dominion,  either  in  Scripture  or 
antiquity?  Yet  there  is  certainly  no  medium  between  this, 
and  what  I  assert  of  the  equality  of  Father  and  Son.  They 
are  either  naturally  and  strictly  equal;  or  else  one  is  in- 
Jinitely  superior  to  the  other,  as  God  and  creature.  Well ; 
be  the  consequences  what  it  will,  you  are  attempting  to 
prove  your  point  syllo^stically,  after  this  manner : 

"  If  the  Father  never  acts  in  subjection  to  the  will  of 
^  any  other  person,  and  every  other  person  acts  in  sub- 
"jection  to  his  will;  then  the  Father  alone  is  the  one 
**  supreme  Governor  of  the  universe. 

^^  But  it  is  fact  that  the  Father  never  acts  in  subjec- 
**  tion,  &c.  and  that  every  other  person  acts  in  subjec- 
*^  tion,  &c.  ^ 

''  Therefore,  &c.'' 

This  is  the  wonderful  demonstration  5  lame  and  defi- 
cient in  every  part.  To  prove  that  the  Father  alone  hath 
supreme  dominion,  &c.  you  should  show,  not  only  that 
all  other  persons  act  in  "objection,  {for  an  equal  may  act 
in  subjection  to  an  equal,  or  even  to  an  inferior,  as  our 
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JLord  acted  in  subjection  to  Joseph  and  Mary,  and  washed 
his  disciples^  foet,)  but  that  they  are  r eo/iy  subject,  and 
under  his  absolute  power  and  authority.  Your  reasonings 
therefore  op  this  head  amount  only  to  what  the  Schools 
call  ignorcUio  elenchi;  proving  beside  the  question,  or 
talking  wide  of  the  purpose.  And  how  easy  is  it  for  a 
man  to  fill  a  book  with  quotations,  as  you  have  done,  that 
can  be  content  with  any  thing,  however  foreign  to  the 
question  ?  You  have  proved,  that  the  Son  acted  sometimes 
a  ministerial  part,  or  that  he  submitted  to  an  it^eriwr 
office :  this  is  all  that  you  have  proved;  and  it  is  no  more 
than  I  would  have  readily  granted  you,  without  quoting 
so  much  as  a  single  Father  for  it.  You  are  not  advanced 
one  tittle  towards  the  proof  of  what  you  intend,  that  the 
Father  and  Son  naturally  have  not  one  ctymmon  dominion. 
I  affirm  that  they  have ;  and  that  at  the  very  same  time 
that  the  Son  is  executing  any  iriferior  office^  he  is  still 
Lord  of  the  whole  universey  in  common  with  the  Father ; 
and  that  their  dominion  over  all  is  one  and  the  same 
undivided  dominion,  as  they  are  one  God  and  ofie  Lord. 
You  vvould  gladly  slip  upon  us  supremacy  of  dominion, 
instead  of  supremacy  of  order,  or  nffice.  Instead  of  say- 
ing that  the  Father  alone  has  his  supreme  dominion  ^wn 
mne,  you  pretend  tha^:  be  ahm  has  supreme  dominion ; 
to  make  two  dominions  where  there  is  but  one^  You  play 
with  the  ambiguous  word  aulhoriiy,  that  you  may  have 
something  to  blind  the  readers  with :  while  you  quote 
Father^  who  affirmed  it  in  one  sense,  and  you  inteiKl  it  in 
another.  Auctoritas  is  often  no  more  than  paternitas,  with 
the  Latin  Fathers,  as  auctor  is  pater ;  but  you  are  wrest- 
ing it  to  the  sense  of  dominion.  The  like  use  you.  make 
of  the  equivocal  word  dignity  ;  which  is  of  order,  or  t^ffice, 
or  dominion,  or  nature;  and  you  artificially  blend  and  con- 
found all  together.  None,  I  hope,  can  be  imposed  upon 
by  such  weak  fallacies,  but  they  that  want  their  faculties 
of  discerning.  Let  the  reader  carefully  distinguish  three 
things,  and  he  will  then  be  able  of  himself  to  unravel 
all  your  pretences,  and  to  throw  off  thai  studied  coni- 
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fu&iou  which  you  are  labouring  to  introduce  in  a  piain 
thipg. 

I.  Sufmemacy  of  nature^  or  supremacy  of  perfection^  \9 
to  he  possessed  of  all  perfection,  and  Uie.  highest  exccl- 
Iwcy  possible :  and  this  is  to  be  God.  There  is  nothing 
pf  this  kind  but  what  is  common  to  Father  and  Son;  who 
are  therefore  one  God  suprcTne.  And  as  supremacy  of 
donUmon  and  sovereignty  (properly  so  called)  over  all 
creatures  (as  soon  aa  they  exist)  is  included  in  it,  and 
cons^uent  upon  it;  Father  and  Son  have  one  common 
^md  undivided  sovereignty  over  all ;  the  constant  c^octrine 
of  atktiquity. 

i*.  Supremacy  (^ order  consists  in  this;  that  the  Father 
bas  hia  perfections,  domkdonj  Vc.from  none;  but  the  Sc»i 
from  the  Father.  All  that  the  Son  has,  is  referred  up  to 
the  Father,  and  not  vice  versa.  This  kind  of  supremacy  is 
i)(  the  Father  alone:  and  the  Son's  subordij^ationy  dius 
understood,  is  very  consistent  wkh  his  equality  of  natttire, 
d^mifUon,  perfection,  ^nd  glc^y,  according  to  all  anti- 
quity. 

3.  Supremacy  of  office.  This,  by  mutual  agreement  and 
f  oluntajry  econom^y,  belongs  to  the  Father :  while  the  Son 
Q\k%  of  volun^ry  condescension  submits  to  act  minister 
xioUy^  or  in  capadty  of  mediator.  And  the  reason  why 
th0  .^odescending  part  bebaine  God  the  Son,  rather  than 
Gc4  the  Father y\%  because  he  is  a  ^SSon^and  because  it 
besit  Sluts  with  the  %kturai  order  of  Persons^  which  had 
b^n  ir^vferted  by  a  contrary  economy.  These  things  being 
fixed  and  settled,  there  wiU  be  no  difficulty  in  replying  to 
4ny  thing  you  have  offered,  or  can  offer  in  this  cause.' 
You  may  amuse  us  with  Scripture  and  Fathers:  but 
every  man  se^,  befbre  this  time,  where  the  whole  pinch 
of  the  controversy  lies  :  you  think  the  Unity  of  the  God- 
head, as  we  teach,  is  not  consistent  with  the  distinction  of 
persons,  order,  and  offices.  While  you  pretend  to  be  dis- 
puting against  me,  you  are  really  disputing  against  the^ 
^topding  doctrine  o£  the  ancient  churches,  from  some  con^ 
cessions  which  they  made^  and  in  which  I  agree  with 
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them.  And  your  way  is  to  wrest  and  strain  some  princt* 
ples^  maintained  both  by  them  and  me,  to  a  sense  repugnant 
with  their  other  known  doctrines.  If  you  can  prove  any 
thing,  we  are  ready  to  hear  you :  if  you  cannot,  it  is  high 
time  to  desist  from  an  impracticable  attempt,  that  can 
bring  nothing  in  the  end,  but  shame  and  confusion  to  as 
many  as  engage  in  it.  I  take  no  notice  of  your  reflections 
upon  n»y  hardiness,  as  you  call  it,  (in  denying  what  no 
good  Catholic  ever  afiirmed,)  and  my  metaphysical  excur- 
sionsy  and  my  fixing  names  of  reproach.  It  will  be  seen  in 
the  sequel  who  .are  most  remarkable  for  hardiness,  who 
make  excursions,  and  who  reproach,  not  their  brethren 
only,  and  the  whole  Church  of  Christ,  but  the  Lord  of 
heaven  and  earth,  the  living  God;  to  whom  be  honour 
and  glory,  now  and  for  ever. 

That  the  reader  may  not  imagine  our  dispute  to  be  any 
thing  new,  or  that  you  have  advanced  any  thing  beyond 
what  the  ancient  Arians  and  Eunomians  vainly  endea- 
voured in  the  same  cause;  I  shall  just  give  him  a  speci- 
men of  what  some  of  the  Fathers  of  that  time  answered 
to  the  same  pretences  which  you  are  now  reviving.  When 
Eunomius  had  been  magnifying  the  Father,  as  alone  sub^^ 
ject  to  none,  on  purpose  to  degrade  and  depress  the  Son^ 
under  the  notion  of  a  subject;  the  great  Basil  rebukes 
him,  for  thereby  Yeducihg  God  the  Son  to  the  condition 
of  a  creature,  in  these  words :  "  Forasmudi  as  there  are 
*^  two  things,  the  creature  and  the  Godhead,  and  the 
"  creature  is  ordained  to  subjection  snA.  servitude,  while 
'^  the  Godhead  is  regnant  and  paramount ;  is  it  not  mani- 
"  fest,  that  he  that  deprives  {the  Son)  of  the  honour  of 
^^  absolute  dominion,  {h<rvoTiloi(,)  and  casts  him  down  to 
^^  the  meanness  of  servitude,  does  at  the  same  time  rank 
*^  him  with  the  rest  of  the  creation^  ?" 

'  At/«  ya^  Svrttt  ^Tfttyfuirttf,  xr/mp  rt  »m  ^Tfirct'  ked  rnf  ^iv  xrUtats  U  )«-> 

XiAif  Wi  xm  ^M^  THfr»  n^«i;^«MV«  myrw  vf  flrWr^  mvtm  )m»i^;  JSii$iii  chtUr^ 
^tfn.  lib.  ii.  p.  7^ 
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Gregpry  Nysseti  thus  more  at  lai^  answers  the  Euao- 
inian  pretence^  of  the  alone  supremacy.  I  shall  give  it  in 
English  only,  because  of  its  length,  and  to  save  myself 
trouble. 

^^  He  (Eunomius)  says,  that  the  Father  has  no  sharer 
^*  (fWFgiTijy)  in  glory  With  him  :  wherein  he  says  the  truth, 
^*  though  he  knows  not  what  he  says.  For  the  Son  doth 
^«  not  nhare  (or  divide)  the  glory  with  the  Father;  but  he 
^^  has  the  Father's  whole  glory,  as  the  Father  has  also  the 
**  whole  glory  of.  the  Son.  For  thus  he  said,  speaking  to 
'^  the  Father,  All  mine  are  thine,  and  thine  are  mine, 

*^  Joh.  xvii. He  who  is   heir  of  all  things,  who  is 

*^  Creator  of  the  worlds,  who  shines  out  from  the  glory  of 
^^  the  Father,  and  together  with  it,  and  in  himself,  carries 
*^  the  express  image  of  the  Father's  hypostasis ;  he  has 
*^  all  thmgs  fi^hatsoever  the  Father  himself  hath,  and  is 
^'  also  Xord  of  all  potueri  Not  that  the  majesty  passes 
*'  away  from  the  Father;  but  it  abides  vvith  him,  and  at 
**  the  same  time  rests  upon  the  Son.  For  while  he  is  m ' 
^^  the  Father,  he  is  together  with  his  whole  power,  in  the 
^^  Father :  and  as  he  hath  the  Father  in  himself,  he  must 
^*  contain  the  whole  power  and  authority  of  the  Father* 
^*  For,  he  has  the  entire  Father  in  himself,  and  not  a  part 
*^  only :  wherefore  having  the  Father  entire,  he  must  have 
*^  his  authority  also  entire.  What  then  does  Eunomius 
^^  mean  by  pretending  that  the  Father  has  lio  consort  in 
^^  (power  or)  authority  ? — —He  isays,  there  is  one  only 
^^  God,  Supreme  Ruler  {wayrox^aTwp).  If  he  ineans  a  Fa- 
'^  ther,  by  the  name  of  Supreme  Ruler,  he  says  the  same 
'^  as  we  do,  and  nothing  contrary :  hut  if  he  means  it  of 
^^  any  Supreme  Ruler  th3.i  is  not  2l  Father  ;  he  may  preach 
*^  up  circumcision,  if  he  pleases,  along  with  hid  other  Jew- 
"  ish  tenets:  the  fitith  of  Christians  looka  to  a  Father. 
'^  The  Father  indeed  is  all  and  every  thing,  he  is  Most 
^^  High,  Supreme  Ruler,  King  of.  kings,  and;  Lord  of 
^<  lords;  whatever  titles  sound  high  or  gr^t,  they  ^re 
<^  the  Father's  own :  and  all  things  that  are  the  Father* s 
^f  belong  to  the  Son.    Allow  but  this,  and  we  admit  the 
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^  other.  But  if,  instead  of  a  Father^  be  k>tro^kK)es  an- 
<^  other  kind  of  Supreme  Ruler;  his  doctrine  is  Judaism: 
^^  or  he  strikes  in  with  Plato's  sentiments.  For  they  say, 
"  that  that  philosopher  also  taught  that  there  is  a  certain 
•^  supreme  CrecUor  and  Maker  of  some  inferior  Gods.  As 
**  therefore  a  Jew  or  a  Platomstf  though  he  admits  a 
^^  supreme  Governor y  is  yet  no  Christian^  as  not  believing 
^'  in  a  Father:  so  also  Eunomius  does  but  belie  his  pro- 
^^  fession,  while,  when  bis  doctrine  is  either  Judaism  or 
^*  Paganism,  he  pretends  to  the  name  of  Christianity.^^ 

I  have  recited  thus  much  out  of  Grregory  Nyssenj^ 
{who  in  the  same  placed  has  a  great  deal  more  to  the 
same  purpose,)  to  give  the  reader  a  just  notion  of  Chris- 
tian  and  Catholic  principles.  For  this  acute  writer  has 
really'hit  the  true  point  of  difierence  between  the  Catho- 
lics and  their  adversaries;  whether  Pagiihs,  Jews,  or 
heretics^  It  lay  chiefly  in  the  acknowledging,  or  the 
not  acknowledpng  a  true  and  proper  Father  in  the  God* 
head.  Pagans,  Jews,  Sabdlians,  Samosatemans,  Arians, 
Eunomians,  &c.  all  denied  it :  while  there  was  no  true 
Catholic  but  strenuously  contended  for  it.  Hence  it  was 
manifest,  that  the  Arians  were  the  innovators^  in  endea- 
vouring to  introduce  a  Creator  and  a  ereaiurey  a  Sove- 
reign  and  a  sulject,  instead  of  a  Father  and  a  Son.  Hbey 
professed  the  relation  in  wordsj  but  in  reality  they  <Ss- 
owned  it.  The  considering  Qod  as  9l  Fathers  m  a  just 
aj\d  proper  sense,  (a^  the  andenis  always  did,)  is  br^ik- 
ing  the  neck  of  Jtrianism  at  once*  It  gives  9;  quite  dif- 
ferent turn,  ft'om  what  they  aipi  at,  to  all  their  preteades 
of  the  Father  being  the  only  Gody  the  highest,  &o.  Pot 
none  who  believed  God  to  have  a  Son^  (properly  ^o  called;} 
eould  ever  be  fools  enough  to  imagine  that  such  exfures- 
sions  were  intended  in  opposition  to  him.  On  the  con- 
trary, they  always  understood,  that  magmfymg  theFa- 
ther  was  at  the  same  tipae  magnifying  the  S^n  too :  tbeir 
relation  being  so  close  and  intimate^  tbat  whatever  per^ 

«  Oftg.  NyBS.  oonbr.  Eotioai.  0»»t  i.  p.  1%,  U,  15. 
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fections  belonged  to  one,  must  of  course  be  supposed 
common  to  both.  He  who  reads  the  Fathers  that  lived 
before  or  after  tlie  Council  of  Nice,  with  this  key,  will 
find  them  clear  and  consistent  throughout ;  and  will  the 
less  wonder  at  the  exceeding  great  oflFence  taken  against 
Anus,  for  attempting  to  divide  Father  and  Son ;  and  in- 
deed to  divest  the  one  of  .his  Paternity,  (according  to  the 
Catholic  sense  of  it,)  and  the  other  of  his  Filiation.  Ful- 
gentius  is  a  late  writer,  of  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries  3 
but  a  judicious  man,  and  well  instructed  in  the  true  and 
ancient  principles  of  the  Christian  Church ;  especially  in 
regard  to  our  present  subject:  wherefore  I  shall  close 
this,  with  an  account  from  him  '^ ;  not  because  of  his  au- 
thority,  but  because  what  he  says  is  true  'knd  just,  and 
very  well  expressed,  in  his  comment  on  the  Creedy  writ- 
ten in  opposition  to  the  Arians  of  that  time.  The  sum 
is  this,  that  whatever  high  things  are  said  of  the  Father 
in  the  Creedy  are  to  be  understood  to  belong  equally  to 
the  Son :  and  there  was  ho  need  of  any  more  particular 
application,  since  the  very  name  of  Son  is  sufficient, 

'  *  Inaniter  tibi  visum  est,  nuUe  intelligendo,  ad  tuum  sensum  velle  rectita- 
dinem  aymboU  retorqaere,  et  inde  pnescribere  sancts  fidei  Catholics,  quia 
in  symbolo  non  omnia  dicta  sunt  de  FUio,  quae  sunt  dicta  de  Patre :  cum  uti- 
que  propterea  plenitudo  divinitatis,  quantum  oportebat,  debuerit  in  origine 
commendari,  quia  non  debuit  aliter  in  fn-ole  cognosci.  Cum  enim  quisque  ^e 
dicit  credere  in  Deum  Patrem  omnipoteniemj  hoc  ipsum  quod  in  Deum  Pa- 
trem  dicit,  sicut  in  eo  veritatem  naturalis  divinitatis,  ita  veiitatem  naturaiis 
qnoque  Patemitatis,  et  ex  hac  veritatem  naturalis  etiam  generationis  osten- 
dit.-^— Totum  igitur  in  se  habet  ilia  generatip  divina,  quicquid  in  se  habet 
JHA  Patris  sterna  substantia.  Proinde  sufficiebat  ut  diceretur  de  Patre  solo, 
qtdcfuid  aquaUter  inteUigendum  esset  in  FUio.  Pater  enim  sic  omnipoten- 
tent  FUium  genuit,  sicut  est  ipse  Pater  omnipotens;  sic  universorum  Creator 
renHf  ncut  ipse  universorum  Creator  est:  sic  regem  seculorum,  sicut  ipse 
rex  seculorum  est;  sic  immortalem  et  invisibilem,  sicut  ipse  immortalis  est 
et  invisHnUs»  Onmia  igitur,  qu»  Deo  Patri  dantur  in  sjrmbolo,  ipso  uno 
/#ltltt  nomine  natoraliter  tribuuntur  et  Filio.  Fulgent,  Fragm,  xxxyi.  pag. 
652,  &c. 
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A  SECOND 

DEFENCE  OF  SOME  QUERIES 


RELATING  TO 


DR.  CLARKE'S 

SCHEME  OF  THE  HOLY  TRINITY: 


IN  ANSWER  TO 


THE  COUNTRY  CLERGYMAN'S  REPLY 


Compare  the  following  Texts. 


I  am  the  Lord^  and  there  is 
neae  else^  there  is  no  God  beside 
mcy-lsa.  xlv.  5. 

Is  there  a  God  beside  me  ?  yea, 
there  is  no  God;  I  know  not  any, 
Isa.  xlir.  8^ 

I  am  Gody  and  there  is-  none 
like  me;  Isa.  xlvi.  9.  Before  me 
there  was  no  God  formed,  neither 
shall  there  be  after  me,  Isa.  xliii.  10. 


The  Word  was  God,  John  i.  1. 

Thy  throne,  O  God,  Heb.  i.  8. 

Christ  came,  who  is  over  ally 
God  blessed  for  ever,  Rom.  ix.  5. 

Who,  being  in  the  form  of  God, 
Phil.  ii.  6. 

Who  being  the  brightness  of  his 
glory,  and  the  express  image  of  his 
person,  Heb.  i.  3, 


Query  I. 

Whether  all  other  leings,  besides  the  one  Sttpremis  God,  Be 
not  excluded  by  the  texts  oj*  Isaiah,  {to  which  many  more 
might  be  added,)  and  consequently,  whether  Christ  can 
he  God  at  all,  unless  he  be  the  same  with  the  Supreme 
God? 

JL  OUR  general  answer  to  this  Query  is,  that  the  texts 
of  Isaiah  expressly  and  uniformly  speak  of  a  Person;  and 
therefore  all  other  persons,  besides  the  He,  the  /,  the  Me, 
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are  excluded  from  being  what  He,  who  there  speaks^  de- 
clares himself  alone  to  be.  To  which  I  reply,  first,  that 
the  exclusive  terms  need  not  be  interpreted  with  any  such 
rigour :  and  secondly,  that  they  ought  not,  because  such 
interpretation  leads  you  into  absurdities  which  you  have 
not  been  able  to  answer. 

1.  I  say,  exclusive  terms  are  not  always  to  be  inter- 
pret^ with  such  rigour,  as  to  leave  no  room  for  tacit  ex- 
ceptions, such  as  reason  and  good  sense  will  easily  sup* 
ply. 

Matth.  xi.  ^7.  speaking  of  the  Person  of  the  Son,  says, 
**  No  one  knoweth  the  Father  but  the  Son.*'  Doth  it 
therefore  follow,  that  no  Person  but  the  Son,  no,  not  the 
Father  himself,  knows  the  Father  ? 

So,  I  Cor.  ii.  II*  ^^  The  thiBg&<»f  <jod  knoweth  no  one, 
"but  the  Spirit  of  God;"  no  person  but  he.  Doth  it 
therefore  follow,  that  neither  the  Father  nor  the  Son 
kiioweth  the  things  of  God  as  much  as  the  Holy  Spirit  ? 

Riev.  xix.  i7t.  it  is  said  of  the  Son  of  God,  that  he  hid 
a  name  written,  that  ^'  no  one  (ouSelj)  knew,  but  he  Him- 
"  self.*'  Doth  it  therefore  follow,  that  neither  the  Father 
nor  Holy  Ghost  knew  it?  See  more  instances  of  like  kind 
in  my  fo«irth  Sermon.  I  say  then,  that  exclusive  terms 
are  not  always  to  be  interpreted  up  to  the  utmost  rigear : 
and  there  are  many  reasons  why  they  should  not  be  so 
interpreted  in  this  particular  case;  as  I  have  shown  at 
large  in  the  same  Sermon. 

2,  I  am  next  to  observe,  that  such  interpretation,  in 
the  present  case,  has  led  you  into  absurdities  which  you 
have  iiot  been  able  to  answer.  For,  if  the  Son  be  exclude^ 
at  all,  by  those  texts  of  Isaiah,  and  others  of  like  Ipnd,  he 
is  entirely  excluded.  He  cannot  be  another  God,  all  otier 
Gods  being  excluded  by  those  texts;  and  you  will  apt 
admit  that  he  is  the  same  God:  since  therefore  he  is  »ot 
another  God,  nor  the  same  God,  it  follows,  upon  your 
principles,  that  he  is  no  God.  That  the  texts  exclude  nut 
only  all  other  svpreme  Godsi,  but  absohitidy  all,  other  Godsy 
I  prove,  not  barely  from  theforoeief  ^^exdushw  terms^ 
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but  frpm  the  scopf^  drift,  and  intent  oi  thpse  texts;  which 
was  to  ex^ude  i^erior  as  well  as  supreme  Deities ;  and  tp 
lei^ve  po  room  for  idolatry ;  which  knight  be  consistent 
with  |>aying  sovereign  worship  (to  use  your  phrase)  to  the 
God  of  Israel.    You  take  a  great  deal  of  pains  to  wiiid 
yostfrself  off;  or  rather,  to  show  how  mftiicfa  you  <^m  have 
to  sag,  when  you  have  nothing  to  reply.    You  tax  me 
with  quHMing  iit  the  woml  beings,  ^s  staiK&ig  in  the 
Query :  wUch  is  a  rebuke  that  comes  late,  now  you  are 
answerintg,  not  my  Queries,  biat  toy  Defence.    However^ 
iki\ie  eSl.other  Gods.wtt  by  me  shown  to  be  excluded,  and 
not  ^all  other  P^sonf,  the  expr^siofi  is  just,  and  no  otbei^ 
but, what  should  be.    You  obeerve,  next,  th^  the  Son 
•cdnnot  be  the  sap^  God  vfkh  the  Father  «on  any  but 
Sabdlian  priiiciptes:  whicii  as  begging  the  ^^tion.    It 
is  ^):ifHQi6Bt  to  say,  that  the  Fai^ers  in  genBral  (as  we 
fihall  see  hereafter^  acknowledged  both  to  be  ose  God,  and 
not  one  Person.    You  cite  Eusebius  ^  as  your  voud^r^ 
that  the  words  of  Isaiah,  t(^^  besides  me  there  is  no  God^'^) 
denote  one  Person*   When  you  look  ^Lgain  into  Eusettius^ 
you  will  find  that  the  words  are  Marcelkis'vS,  iK)t  Euse* 
btu3-8 :  though  little  depends  upon  tbein  either  way.  .You 
liave  another  piece  of  a  quotation  finom  Eusebius,  p.<4* 
whene  be  makes  it  SabeUianismy  to  saiy  that  the  Father 
and  Son  jue  Sv  koI  t  aMv,  otie  and  the  same  thing.    Add^ 
as  Eusebius  there  does,  ov^iMO't  fjAt  iM(p6fot$,  he.  under  dif'- 
ferjent  names  oniy;  and  then  I  condenul  it  for  Sabd- 
U^i$m,  ifla  well  as  Eusebots.    Your  quoting  TertuUian  in 
this  caae  is  very  extraordinary ;  when  every  body  knows 
that  be  makes  Father  atnd  Soii  one  God,  in  the  very  s»me 
trciatise  where  be  is  con&iting  the  vS^^llisuYS ;  that  is,  die 
Praneans,  n»eo  of  the  same  prinoipks  with  those  of  Sabelr 
Hus< .  Was  Tertullian  then  a  Sabeltiaa  ?  Ridiculous !  >  You 
b^yfe. a  farther  fehift,  (butfitill  in. the  way  o£  reloriif^^  not 
'answering,)  that  I  myself  whm  I  com^  to  explain,^d0 
not  in  tiec^ty  make  ^e  Son^o  be  the  saarte  God,  but  only 

•  Euseb.  Ecd.  Theol.  IttK  H,  cap.  19.  p.  133. 
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to  be  m  Aw  substance  undivided.  Add,  from  the  Father 
as  his  Head)  and  consuhstantial  with  him;  and  then  I 
insist  upon  it,  that  he  is  therefore  the  same  God  with  the 
Father,  upon  the  certain  and  standing  principles  of  all 
Catholic  antiquity. 

But  what  becomes  of  the  difficulty  all  this  while,  which 
it  concerned  you  to  answer  ?  You  were  to  tell  us,  whether 
the  Son  (since  he  is  not  the  same  God)  be  another  God,  or 
no  God.  You  say,  he  is  not  another  God,  in  that  sense 
wherein  the  Father  is :  that  is  your  meaning.  But  if  he 
be  received  as  an  object  of  worship,  he  is  then  God  in 
such  a  sense,  as  none  but  the  God  of  Israel  was,  and  must 
either  be  the  same  God,  or  another  God.  By  your  argu- 
ment, the  Jews  might  have  admitted  as  many  inferior 
Gods  as  they  pleased,  consistent  with  the  ^rst  command^ 
meat ;  for  that  would  not  have  been  admitting  other  Gods, 
because  not  Gods  in  the  same  sense.  So  you  leave  a  gqp 
open  to  all  manner  of  idolatry.  You  say  farther,  that  the 
texts  do  not  exclude  Moses  from  being  a  God  unto  Pha- 
raoh, nor  magistrates,  nor  angels,  from  being  Gods.  But 
the  texts  do  exclude  Moses,  and  angels,  and  magistrates, 
and  all  creatures  whatever,  from  being  adorable  Gods :  and 
therefore  they  can  be  no  more  than  nominal  Gods;  that  is 
to  say,  no  Gods.  The  Jews  might  have  had  nominal  Gods 
what  they  would:  but  they  were  to  pay  worship  to  one 
only ;  which  comes  to  the  same  as  having  no  other  Gods 
but  one.  The  receiving  more  adorable  Gods  than  one,  is 
making  another  God.  Well  then,  will  you  cast  off  the 
worship  of  God  the  Son,  or  will  you  frankly  own  that 
you  make  of  him  another  God  ?  You  discover  a  great  in- 
clination to  own  him  for  another  Uod:  you  do  not  scruple 
in  one  place,  to  call  him  another  Lord^:  and  yet,  when 
you  come  to  the  pinch,  you  pause,  you  hesitate,  you  are 
at  a  loss  what  to  resolve  on :  another-  God^  or  two  Gods, 
^ound  very  harsh  5  no  Scripture,  no  Fathers,  ever  ventured 
upon  it;  and  Christian  ears  cannot  bear  it.    What  then 

*  Page  197. 
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must  be  done  ?  You  at  length  put  on  mi  air  of  assurance, 
and  intimale  to  us,  (p.  6.)  that  an  inferior  God  besides 
the  supreme,  is  not  another  God;  and  that  two  Gods,  m 
the  nature  of  language,  must  signify  two  coordinate  Gods, 
or  Gods  in  the  same  sense.  But,  as  the  nature  of  Ian-' 
guage  hitherto  has  been  always  different,  and  you  can 
give  no  examples  in  any  writings,  sacred  or  profane,  of 
this  new  kind  of  language ;  that  any  two  Gods,  and  each 
of  them  received  and  adored  as  a  God,  were  not  two  Gods, 
as  well  as  one  God,  and  (mother  God^;  you  must  give  us 
leave  to  think  that  this  kind  of  answering  is  really  saying 
nothing.  All  the  heathens  that  acknowledged  one  supreme  ^ 
Grod,  over  many  inferior  deities,  will,  by  your  way  of  rea- 
soning, stand  clear  of  the  charge  of  admitting  more  Gods 
than  one.  Strange!  that  you  should  appeal  to  the  nature 
tf  language,  in  a  case  where  the  language  of  msmkind, 
^ews.  Pagans,  and  Christians,  hath  been  always  contrary. 

You  have  two  or  three  references  at  the  bottom  of  the 
page ;  which  I  pass  over,  as  not  coming  up  to  the  point 
in  hand.  If  you  have  any  countenance  from  Eusebius,  it 
will  amount  to  no  more  than  that  great  man's  contracKct-^ 
ing  himself,  and  the  Catholics  before  him,  as  wdl  as  thos^ 
of  his  own  time :  bis  authority  therefore,  especially  for  a 
plain  blunder  and  solecism  in  language,  wiU  be  very  in- 
considerable, and  weigh  little  with  us. 

As  to  my  argument,  concerning  Baal,  and  Ashitaroth, 
and  the  Pagan  deities ;  you  answer  it  by  telling  me,  you 
know  not  how  to  excuse  it  from  profaneness.  You  should 
have  said,  (for^that  the  reader  will  see  to  be  plainly 
the  case,)  that  you  knew  not  how  to  evade  its  force.  A 
rebuke  is  much  easier  than  a  solM  r(B|dy ;  which  was  here 
wanted.  Tell  me  plainly,  if  the  first  Commandment  ex-- 
eludes  only  other  supr ernes,  and  not  inferior  deities  5  why 
Baal,  or  A^htaroth,  or  any  Pagan  deity  might  not  hav^ 
been  worshipped  along  with  the  God  of  Israel,  without 
any  violation  ctf  th^t  Commandment?  The  Law  indeed 

«  iSec  tlie  Preface  to  ray  Sermons. 
VOL.  III.  D 
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says,  you  shall  have  no  other  Gods  before,  or  besides  me> 
that  is,  according  to  you,  no  other,  supreme  God,  or  Gods* 
How  then  are  inferior  and  subordinate  deities,  how  many, 
pr  whatsoever,  at  all  excluded  by  that  law  ?  Here  lay  the 
pinch  of  the  difficulty;  which,  because  you  could  not 
take  it  off,  you  are  pleased  to  dissemble,  and  to  run  to 
another  point.  You  represent  it,  as  if  I  had  intended  a 
comparison  between  Christ  and  the  Pagan  deities;  and 
you  remind  me  of  the  difference  betwixt  them ;  which  is 
only  solemn  trifling.  I  made  no  comparison,  nor  did  my 
argument  imply  any :  but  this  is  plain,  that  the  texts 
which  exclude  only  supreme  deities,  do  not  exclude  any 
that  are  not  supreme,  or  not  considered  as  supreme:  and 
sayou,  by  your  interpretation  of  those  text?,  have,  in  a 
manner,  voided  and  frustrated  every  law  of  the  014  Testa^ 
ment  agunat  idolatry.  If  the  very  mention  of  this  evident 
consequence  be  a  thing  so  profane,  what  must  your  doctrin% 
be,  that  involves  this  very  consequence  in  it?  I  showed 
you,  in  my  Defence,  vol.  L  p.  i68.  how,  upon  your  prin- 
ciples, any  man  might  easily  have  eluded  every  law  of  the 
Old  Testament,  relating  to  wqrship,  or  sacrifice.  One  plsun^ 
and  direct  answer  to  that  difficulty  would  have  been  more 
satisfactcny  to  the  reader,,  than  all  your  studied  diver- 
sions. 

You  proceed  to  9*  tedious  harangue  about  mediatorial 
worship ;  which ,  shall  be  considered  in  its  place^  but  is 
bere.foreign,  and  not  pertinentr  You  should  have  shown 
how,  by  the  force  of  these  texts,  (which  declare  the  Unity, 
and  ascribe  the  worship  to  God  alone,)  inferior  deities  CAn 
be  excluded,  but  upon  this,  principle,  that  the  texts  are  to 
be  understood  as  excluding  all  other  Gods  absolutely,  and 
not  with  your  restriction  of  all  other  supremes  only.  You 
have  indeed  contrived  a  way,  &uch  as  it  is,  to  bring  in  the 
worship  of  Christ : .  but  it  is  by  making  so  wide  a  breach 
in  the  laws  of  the  Old  Testament,  that  had  it  been  disco- 
vered by  the  Jews  of  old,  there  had  been  room  enough  to 
let  in  all  imaginable  kinds  of  inferior  deities.  They  might 
ea^ly  hav6  pleaded,  that  the  texts  were  intended  of  one 
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supreme  God;  and  that  he  alone  was  to  be  worshipped  as 
such :  but  as  to  subordinate  deities,  as  the  texts  did  not 
reach  them,  so  neither  need  they  be  scrupulous  about  the 
worship  of  them.  This  is  the  pressing  difficulty,  to  which, 
after  sufficient  time  to  consider,  you  have  not  been  able  to 
make  any  tolerable  answer.  Wherefore  it  may  fairly  be 
concluded,  that  the  argument  is  unanswerable  5  and  that 
this  Query  having  bore  the  test,  will  now  stand  the  firmer. 
You  seem  to  think  that  you  have  done  your  part,  when 
you  have  found  out  a  reason  why  Christ  should  be  wor- 
shif^d :  but  the  main  thing  wanting,  was,  to  give  a  rea- 
son (upon  your  principles)  out  of  the  Law,  why  any  iw- 
ferior  deities,  along  with  the  supreme,  might  not  be  wor- 
shipped also.  You  do  well  to  plead  for  the  worship  of 
Christ :  it  is  a  doctrine  of  the  Gospel,  and  I  think  of  the 
Law  too.  But  you  had  done  better,  if  you  had  contrived 
to  make  the  Law  and  the  Gospel  hang  together ;  and  hr«d 
not  entirely  frustrated  the  main  intent  and  design  of  one, 
in  order  to  maintain  the  other. 

You  have  some  observations,  p.  9,  10,  1 1,  which  seem 
to  me  foreign  to  the  business  of  this  Query :  they  may 
deserve  some  notice  in  a  more  proper  place. 

Query  II. 

Whether  the  texts  of  the  New  Testament  {in  the  second 
column)  do  not  show,  that  he  (Christ) .  is  not  excluded, 
and  therefore  must  be  the  same  God. 

THE  sum  of  my  argument  is,  that  since  all  other  ador- 

.  able  Gods  are  excluded  by  the  texts  of  Isaiah;  and  yet  it 

appears  from  the  same  Scripture,  that  Christ  is  adorable, 

and  God,  it  must  follow,  that  he  is  not  another  God ;  but 

the  same  God  with  the  Father. 

This  Scripture  argument  I  confirm  from  testimonies  of 
antiquity,  declaring, 

I.  That  other  Gods  only,  (not  God  the  Son,)  or  idols, 
are  excluded  by  the  texts  which  concern  the  Unify.. 

a.  That  God  the  Son  is  not  another  God. 
D  % 
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3.  That  he  is  the  same  God,  or  one  God,  with  the 
Father. 

4.  That  the  one  God  of  Tsrael  (confessedly  God  supreme) 
was  Christy  speaking  in  his  otvn  Person ;  being  God,  not 
as  God's  representative,  but  as  God's  Son,  of  the  same 
substance  with  the  Father. 

This  is  the  sum  of  what  I  endeavoured  to  make  ont, 
under  the  second  Query.  I  am  first  to  consider  what  you 
have  to  offer,  ia  order  to  take  off  the  force  of  my  evi- 
dence; and  next,  to  examine  any  counter-evidence  which 
you  may  have  produced  to  balance  mine.  In  this  niethod  I 
design  to  proceed:  and  let  the  reader,  who  desires  to  see 
distinctly  into  the  merits  of  the  cause,  take  it  along  with 
him.  My  Scripture  argument  was  formed  upon  the  fol- 
lowing texts :  Job.  i.  i.  Heb.  i.  8.  Rom.  ix.  5.  Phil.  ii.  6. 
Heb*  i.  3.  Let  us  now  examine  them  in  their  order. 

John  i.  i. 

My  argun^nt  here  is,  that  the  Aoyo^,  Word,  is  called 
€h>d^  not  in  any  improper,  or  loose,  figurative  serise  5  but 
in  the  proper  and  strict  sense  of  thie  word  6oc2.  Therefore 
he  is  not  excluded  among  the  nominal  Gods;  therefore  he 
is  one  and  the  same  God  with  God  the  Father. 

You  reply,  p.  15.  that  God  the  JFord,  is  not  God  in  as 
*^  high  a  sense  as  the  Father  himself.'*  The  reason  why 
he  is  not,  or  cannot,  you  assign,  because  by  him,  or 
through  him,  *^  all  things  were  made ;  which  cannot,** 
you  say,  **  be  truly  affirmed  of  the  one  supreme  God  an4 
**  author  of  all."  On  the  contrary,  I  affirm,  that  sihce 
'^-all  things  were  made  by  him,"  he  is  not  of  the  m:kmber 
of  the  things  made;  therefore  no  creature;  therefore  God 
in  the  strict  sense;  and,  since  God  is  one,  the  same  God. 

The  most  which  you  can  justly  infer  from  the  Father** 
creating  all  things  by  or  through  Christ,  is  only  this  ;  that 
they  are  two  Persons,  and  that  there  is  a  priority  of  order 
betwixt  them ;  not  that  the  Sdn  is  not  God  in  as  high  a 
sense,  or  in  the  same  sense  as  the  Fathei** 

What  you  cite  from  Eusebius  signifi(^»  little  ;  except  it 
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be  to  expose  the  weakness  of  a  great  man:  whoae  autho* 
lity  is  of  no  value  with  me,  any  farther  than  he  is  con- 
sistent with  himself,  and  with  the  Catholics  before,  and 
in,  and  after  his  own  times.  I^iTot  to  mention  that  his  au- 
thority is  late;  and  I  may  almost  as  well  produce  Atha- 
i^sius^  Hilary,  and  the  elder  Cyril  against  you,  as  you 
produce  Eusebius  against  me:  who,  after  all,  is  so  dif- 
ferent from'hiofiself,  in  different  [Jaces  of  his  works,  that, 
t^pn  the  whole,  it  is  extremdiy  difficult  to  know  what 
judgment  to  make  of  him.    To  return  to  John  i^  i. 

In  my  Defence,  voj.  i.  p.  8.  I  give  the  reader  a  view  of 
your  real  and  intended  construction  of  St.  John.  The 
Word  was  with  the  one  fuprerae  God,  another  God  inferior 
to  him,  a  creature  of  the  great  God, 

This  representation,  you  say,  is  unjust,  p.  45.  It  seems^ 
your  own  real  sense,  when  put  into  .plain  terms,  is  too 
frightful  for  yourself  to  admit.  You  endeavour  therefore 
^o  wrap  it  up,  and  disguise  it,  in  these  words :  *'  The 
^  Word  was  with  the  one  supreme  God  and  Father  ctf  all  5 
'*  and  the  Word  was  himself  a  divine  Person, — in  subordi- 
^'  nation  to  the  one  Supreme  God^  and  by  him  did  the  one 
**  supreme  God  and  Father  of  all  make  all  things/'  AH 
the  difference  betvveen  this  and  mine  is,  that  I  spoke  out 
yoy^m/hole  sense,  and  you  insinuate  it,  or  mince  it;  beii^ 
ashamed  to  say  all  that  you  mean.  This  divine  Person 
you  speak  of,  you  own  to  be  God,  neither  dare  you  say 
otherwise;  you  do  not  allow  him  to  he  the  same  God% 
therefore  your  meaning  is,  and  must  be,  that  he  is  another 
God :  so  far  my  representation  is  manifestly  just.  But 
farther,  this  same  divine  Person  you,  with  your  whole 
party,  deny  to  be  necessarily  ejcisting;  therefore  you  make 
of  him  a  precarious  being,  which  i^  nothing  but  another 
pame  for  creature;  therefore  he  is,  upon  your  principles, 
a  creature  of  the  great  God :  and  so  my  interpretation,  or 
representation  of  yoHr  reserved  and  real  meaning,  is  true 
and  just  to  a  tittle.  Your  next  attempt  isi,  not  to  repre- 
sent, but  to  corrupt  and^  mangle  my  construction  of  St. 
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John.    I  refer  the  reader  to  my  Sermons^  for  a  full  view 
of  my  sense  in  that  particular.    Let  us  see  what  you  can 
make  of  it  by  the  help  of  chicane  and  cavilling.     ^'  The 
^<  Word  was  with  the  one  supreme  God — himself  the 
^^  same  one  supreme  God,  (yet  meaning  another  supreme 
**  God  in  the  same  undivided  substance,)  and  by  the  same 
^^  0726  supreme  God,  did  the  07ie  supreme  God  make  all 
*^  things."  That  is  to  say,  "  The  Word  was  witli  the  Father 
♦*  the  one  God  supreme,  and  was  himself,  though  not  the 
•^  same  Person,  yet  one  and  the  same  God^  supreme,  and 
**  by  the  Son,  who  is  God  supreme,  and  Creator^,  the  Fa- 
^*  ther,  supreme  God  also,  made  the  worlds/'    What  is 
there  absurd  or  contradictory  in  all  this?  I  have  given 
you  three  Ante-Nicene  writers    (Irenaeus,   Clemens  of 
Alexandria,  and  Hippolytus)  interpreting  St,  John  in  the 
same  way  as  I  do.     Show  me  one  that  ever  interpreted 
him  in  your  manner.  You  are  forced  to  disguise  the  mat- 
ter, and  to  give  your  meaning  but  by  halves;  because 
ydu  know  you  have  not  one  Ante-Nicene  or  Post-Nicene 
Catholic  writer  on  your  side,  so  far  as  concerns  your  con- 
struction of  St.  John.     You  pretenfl,  that  I  make  of  the 
Son  another  supreme  God;   not  the  same  God.    But  as 
this  is  only  said,  not  proved,  it  must  pass  for  nothing  but 
a  trifling  begging  <^  the  question.     Prove  you  that^  as 
plainly  as  I  have  proved  that  you  make  the  Son  another 
God,  a  creature  God;  or  else  acknowledge  the  difference 
between  a  just  refH-esentation  and  an  injurious  misrepre- 
sentation. So  much  for  Job.  i.  i.  The  second  text  is. 


*  Dd  Teilmm>  imo  magis  ipse  Dew,  Iren,  p.  132. 

y9s,  dem.  Alex,  p.  135.  conf.  p.  86. 

Ei  ^  «Sf  i  XiyH  itfis  rif  ^f,  Btif  Zf,  ri  iZf  f4rutf  if  rtf  ^§  kiytn  Si^;  )m 
fuv  •»»  l^i  dMVTy  JiKk*  n  Im,  w^t^m  X%  )v«,  &c.  WppoL  contr,  NoH,  cap.  xir. 
p.  15. 

*  Mundi  enim  fmctor»  yere  yerbam  Dd  est.  /r^ie.p.  132. 

ei«f  ttmi  ltifiU0v^is*  it^fTct  ^«^  }/  mvrw  lyUw^  mu  x**iij^*  •hr§u  \yinr9  ifiX  tv, 
Ow,  Akx.  p.  J56, 
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Hbb.  1.  8. 
My  argument  here  is,  that,  Christ,  who  in  this  text  is 
decWed  to  be  God,  must  be  the  same  God  with  the  ^a- 
ther,  because  Scripture  admits  but  one  God;  and  expressly 
declares  against  every  other  God.  To  which  you  reply, 
p.  13.  that  the  Apostle  sufficiently  explains  himself  by 
the  words,  "  God,  even  thy  God;*'  verse  the  ninth :  and 
that  I  ^'  ought  not  to  have  omitted  it/'  But  I  had  abim- 
d^itly  answered  that  pretence  f,  by  interpreting  the  words 
of  Christ  considered  in  his  human  capacity,  referring  to 
Dr.  Bennet  for  a  vindication  of  it  s  which  is  what  you 
ought  not  to  have  omitted.  This  text  will  come  up  again 
under  Query  III. 

Rom.  ix.  5. 

From  this  text  I  form  my  argument  after  the  same 
manner  as  in  the  two  former.  You  pretend  it  ^*  dubious, 
*'  whether  it  may  not  possibly  be  meant  of  the  Father;'* 
referring  to  Dr.  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  75.  ad  edit.  On 
the  contrary,  I  maintain,  that  no  reasonable  doubt  can  be 
made  of  its  being  meant  of  Christ;  referring  to  such  aa 
have  proved  it  5. 

But  allowing  the  words  to  be  intended  of  Christ,  (which 
is  no  great  courtesy,)  you  have  stiH  something^fiarther  to 
^say,  vix.  that  the  meaning  of  this  text  "  is  distinctly  ex- 
**  plained,"  i  Cor.  xv.  27.  and  Eph.  i.  22.  But  how  ex- 
plained? so  as  to  make  the  Son  another  God?  I  see  no- 
thing like  it:  neither  does  God's  being  the  head  of  Christ, 
nor  his  "  putting  all  things  under  him,"  conclude  any 
thing  agsunst  what  I  assert,  tiiat  both  together  are  one  God 
supreme.  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  iL  p.  134.  A  distinct  per- 
sonality, together  with  a  supremacy  of  order,  or  o^e,  are 
sufficient  to  account  for  all,  upon  my  principles.  You 
remind  me  of  Hij^olytus's  comment  on  this  text,  in  these 

^  Defence,  toI.  L  p«  41 . 

f  Mj  Sermons,  rol.  U.  p.  133.  Grabe,  Not  in  Bull.  D.  F.  sect  ii.  cap.  3. 
Grabe*s  Instances  of  Defiects,  Sec,  p.  24.  Second  Beriew  of  Doxologies^  p.  15, 
16.  Dr.  Calamy's  Sermons,  p.  38. 
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words :  "  Christ  is  God  over  all :  for  thus  he  himself  says 
**  plainly,  All  things  are  given  me  from  the  Father^/'  But 
why  did  you  overlook  the  words  immediately  following; 
*^  Who  being  over  all  God  blessed,  was  begotten  {of  the 
i«  Virgin),  and  becoming  man,  is  God  for  ever  ?"  You  see, 
riippolytus  supposes  him  to  have  been  God  before  the 
commencing  of  his  mediatorial  kingdom,  before  the  time 
when  all  things  were  s^id  to  be  given  him;  and  therefore 
Hippoly  tus  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to  mean  no  more, 
than  that  all  things  were  intrusted  with  him,  because  he, 
so  great  and  so  divine  a  Person,  was  the  most  proper  to 
sustain  so  great  a  charge.  The  consideration  thereof  leads 
back  to  his  antecedent  dignity  and  excellency,  which  qua- 
lified him  for  so  great  and  so  endearing  a  charge.  Where- 
fore it  was  right  in  Hippoly  tus  to  make  mention  of  it,  in 
order  to  confirm  what  was  said,  Rom.  ix.  5.  that  he  is 
*^  over  all  God  blessed  for  ever.'^  Eptphanhis,  who  caimot 
he  suspected  of  Arianizing,  scruples  not  to  argue  upon 
the  same  text,  just  as  Hippolytus  does,  and  almost  in  the 
same  words*.  And  they  did  not  quote  Matt«  xi.  27.  (or 
Luke  X.  aa.)  to  show  how,  or  when,  Christ  was  appointed 
God ;  they  had  no  such  thoughts,  believing  him  to  have 
been  always  God ;  but  to  confirm  what  was  said  in  Rom. 
ix.  5.  so  as  to  show  withal,  that  he  was  distinct  from  th^ 
Father^  not  the  same  Person  with  him,  as  Noetus  pre- 
tended. 
You  bring  up  Hippolytus  ^  again,  to  confinn,  as  you 

^  OvT»s  i  ^9  M  itavruv  S^tof  tf^tr,  ^.iyu  yei^  $^'tm  fiira  tfrnffno^kf  it^vra  fm 

S^affTtff  yivafAtns  ^Mf  Wtv  i<V  tovs  aluvas,  Rippol,  contr,  Noet,  p.  10. 

*  'b  m  \in  9rdvtMf  ^is,  B^etUfutrSf  ^nnytTrut.  Srog  yot^  §  uv,  Wtv  M  ^civrttv  Btif, 
iir#*2«'y  yk^  aurif  h'i»f»§t  hfteis^  Xiytn*  itirret  fA6t  itnptio^  vTo  ^tw  intf^if  fiit  7m 
c«Jt*  l«r)  ,'tr»mt»  Iri  ^wf .  JSpipk,  Har,  IvH.  p.  487. 

7i^0rfiu  ^a^it  vav  9recTfis,  xeu  ^uvreav  x^urtT,  vruvrcx^arM^  9rtt^»  9retr^os  xetrtrm^n 
wapT»  ^avn^  Mrm^i  «'«^  utvrelu.  JUjopol.  contr.  JVoet,  p.  10. 
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imagine,  your  fancies  upon  i  Cor.  xv.  27.  Hippolytus 
answering  the  objection  of  Noetus^  drawn  from  Rev.  i.  8. 
where  Christ  is  styled  irarroxfirooff  (and  from  whence 
Noetus  inferred^  that  Christ  must  be  the  very  Father  him* 
self  incarnate ;)  I  say,  Hippd[^uj>,  in  his  answer,  hath  the 
words  which  you  recite :  "  If  therefore  all  things  arc  put 
'^  under  him,  excepting  him  that  did  put  all  things  under 
^^  him,  he  hath  dominicm  over  all,  and  the  Father  over 
^'  him ;  that  in  all  things  may  be  made  appear  one  God^  to 
^'  whom  ail  things  are  subject,  together  with  Christ,  to 
'^  whom  the  Father  hath  subjected  all  things,  himself 
**  ooly  excepted." 

Hippolytus  here  speaks  not  of  the  .A^o^,  but  of  God 
incamaief  Christ  Jeaus;  showing  that  Christy  since  his 
incarnation,  has  been  subject  to  tbe  Father,  and  will  be  so 
aldo,  in  his  human  capacity,  after  he  has  delivered  up  his 
mediatorial  kingdom.  From  whence  it  is  manifest,  against 
Noetus,  that  the  Father  himself  was  not  incarnate^  was 
not  Christ;  for  then  whom  could  Christ  be  subject  to,  but 
to  himself  ?  which  is  absurd.  This. I  take  to  be  tte  sense 
<^  Hippolytus,  and  his  full  sense ;  his  argument  requiring 
no  ffloore :  besiides  that,  it  is  not  consistent  with  Hippo^^ 
Jytus's  other  writings,  to  make  the  Son,  in  his  highest 
capacity,  subject  to  the  Father,  and  under  his  dominion. 
For,  not  to  mention  that  Hippolytus,  in  this  very  tract, 
plaiidy  teaches  that  the  Son  is  of  the  same  substance  with 
the  Father,  and  one  God  with  him,  (as  shall  be  shown 

xm,\ms  %ark  9reifrK  cTri*  xetXHs  yeif  iltri,  vreivrec  fA«t  ^a^iia^n  v«r«  rw  Tarpoe  (julv 
Icr)  itcifras  f^  o^f  vf  ^tog,  t^"^  ^  *^"*  ai-rff  9r»Ti^a,  &c.  JEpiph,  HfBT,  Ivii. 

OMtit^}»o<^fU'€hristuB  gfipeUatnr.  Si  enim  omnia  PatriQ  Filii  sunt,  et  at 
ipse  loqmtiir  in  Evangelio,  '*  data  est  mihi  omnia  potestas  in  caelo  et  in  tenra; 
<'  omnia  mea  tua  sunt;*'  cur  non  etiam  omnipotentis  nomen  referatur  ad 
Christum :  ut  sicut  Deus  Dei,  et  Dominus  Domini ;  sic  omnipotens  omnipo- 
tentk  Hlins  sit?  Hteronym,  m  I$a,  torn.  iii.  p.  13. 

Nee  mirnm  si  Christns  dicatur  omnipotens,  cui  *'  tradita  est  omnis  potestas 
*'  in  cielo  et  in  terra."  Et  qui  dicit;  **  omnia  quae  Patris  sunt,  mea  sunt." 
S  aotem  omnia,  id  est.  Dens  ex  Deo,  Dominus  ex  Domino,  lumen  de  lu- 
mine.;  ergo  H  ex  4fmn^tente  omnipotens :  neqne  onim  fieri  potest  ut,  quo- 
rum una  natura  est,  diversa  sit  gloria.  Hieron,  i»  Zach,  torn,  iii.  p.  1718. 
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more  fully  hereafter,)  he  concludes  his  treatise  whh 
ascribing  glory  and  domimon  to  the  Son  with  the  Father 
and  the  Holy  Ghost.  Now  it  would  be  very  absurd  thus 
to  join  sovereign  and  subject  together^  ascribing  the  same 
glory  and  dominion  to  both  K  And  in  the  words  gobg 
before,  speaking  of  Christ,  he  says,  "  He  being  God,  be- 
*^  came  man  for  our  sakes,  to  whom  the  Father  subjected 
"  all  things  ">/'  Which  shows  that  all  his  discourse  be- 
fore, relating  to  the  snljection  of  things  to  the  Son,  and  of 
the  Son  to  the  Father,  is  after  his  incarnation  j  and  is  to 
be  understood  of  the  ^tiv^panros,  the  God^man ;  who^  as 
God,  had  all  things  under  him;  as  man,  was  himself 
under  the  Father.  To  confirm  which,  we  may  observe 
that  Hippolytus  interprets  Christ's  praying  to  the  Father, 
as  being  done  oixovojctixco;.  These  are  his  words :  '^  Christ 
^^  ipnade  all  these  prayers  economically,  as  man,  bdng 
**  himself  very  XSod  °.  Does  this  look  as  if  Hippolytus 
believed  God  the  Father  to  have  sovereign  domimon  over 
Christ,  in  his  highest  capacity  ?  Might  not  any  subject  of 
God  have  prayed  to  God,  as  such  ? 

You  say  (p.  i6.)  that  the  "doctrine  which  I  allege 
**  this  text  (Rom.  ix.  5.)  to  prove,  is  a  contradiction  to 
"  the  whole  stream  of  antiquity.*'  And  here  again  you 
quote  Hippolytus,  (the  spurious  and  interpolated  Hippoly- 
tus, according  to  you,)  as  a  just  interpreter  of  the  an- 
cients. It  seems,  you  are  willing  to  admit  him,  when  he 
says  any  thing  that  looks  for  your  purpose.  The  words 
you  chiefly  value  are  irairroxfetroop  metpci  varpos  xaTiTreAvi 
Xjif  oj'  Christ  was  constituted  Ruler  over  all  by  the  Father, 
On  occasion  whereof,  let  me  observe  a  thing  to  you  which 
you  are  not  aware  of;  that  though  the  ancients  scrupled 
itot  to  say,  that  Christ  was  constituted  by  the  Father, 

»  A^ry  A  J#^  xai  ri  tc^r»t  &fMt  ^w(t  luti  kyif  mtvfutriy  &c.  H^ppoL  COntr, 
^oeL  p.  20. 

"»  Our9$  9  Bt9s,  i  &9^f»tsr»s  h*  hfuit  ytyvm$f  f  nttifrm  v«rSr«(lv  fTM^.  Ifnd, 

'AXk*  iff  ^m^*$  iT<r«v>  h  f*offh  rw  1w>m  h  rtwrm  kiyvem  luti  iriUx*^»*  Htpp* 
contr.  Jud,  p.  3. 
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.Ruler,  ox  Lord,  or  even  Creator,  (according  to  Prov,  viii.) 
or  any  thing  coining  under  the  notion  of  office,  (the  Fa* 
ther  being  ever  looked  upon  asjirst  in  order,  and,  in  virtue 
thereof,  the  Fountain  of  every  office,  according  to  his  own 
voluntary  appointment,)  yet  you  will  never  find  it  said  by 
the  ancients,  that  the  Father  constituted  Christ  a  God,  or 
appointed  him  to  be  God.    Which  observation  is  highly 
deserving  your  special  notice ;  as  it  may  discover  to  you 
a  fundamental  flaw  in  your  hypothesis,  and  may  show  that 
you  have  took  a  great  deal  of  pains  with  the  ancients, 
upon  a  very  wrong  view,  and  (give  me  leave  to  add)  to 
very  little  purpose.    Had  you  found  ever  an  ancient  testi- 
mony, declaring  that  Christ  was  constituted  God  over  all, 
you  would  have  done  something :  the  rest  are  imperti- 
nent, and  come  not  up  to  your  point.     The  word  God 
was  never  looked  upon  as  a  word  of  office  or  dominion, 
but  of  nature  and  substance:  and  hence  it  is,  that  the 
ancients  never  speak  of  Christ's  being  constituted  God. 
OnQ  use  indeed  you  may  make  of  your  observation  from 
Hippolytus,  that  vavroxparoop,  though  it  be  often  in  the 
LXX  the  rendering  of  niKasf  mm  Lord  of  hosts,  yet  the 
Fathers  sometimes  used  it  in  a  lower  sense,  such  as  comes 
not  up  to  the  strength  of  the  Hebrew:  and  therefore  I 
readily  acknowledge  to  you,  that  such  passages  of  the 
Fathers  as  style  Christ  vravroxgiroop,  are  not  pertinently 
alleged  to  prove  him  to  be  the  Jehovah  in  the  strict  sense 
of  that  name,  according  to  those  Fathers.    But  enough  of 
this.     Upon  the  whole,  it  may  appear  that  you  have  not 
been  able  to  take  off  the  force  of  Rom.  ix.  5. 

Phil.  ii.  6. 

My  argument  from  this  text  runs  thus :  He  that  was  in 
the  form  of  God,  that  is,  naturally  Son  of  God,  and  God, 
and  as  such  equal  with  God^,  is  God  in  the  same  high 
sense  as  the  Father  himself  is ',  and  since  God  is  one,  the 
same  God.  To  this  you  only  reply,  (p.  14.)  that  ^*  nothing 

•  See  my  fifth  Sermon. 
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'^  can  be  more  directly  against  me"  than  this  text^  Which 
decretory  sentence,  void  of  all  proof,  and  coming  from  a 
man  fallible  as  myself,  deserves  no  farther  notice.  You 
have  a  great  deal  more  upon  this  text  from  p.  50  to  p.  64* 
but  put  together  in  so  confused  a  manner,  with  a  mixture 
of  foreign  matters,  that  I  shall  not  spend  time  in  pursuing 
you ;  but  refer  the  reader  to  my  fifth  Sermon  upon  this 
very  text:  where  all  that  you  have  material  13  already 
answered,  or  obviated.  Your  incidental  pleas  and  pre- 
tences relating  to  Novatian,  and  other  ancients,  will  be 
answered  in  their  place.    I  proceed  to  another  text. 

Heb.  i.  3. 

My  argument  here  is^  that  he  who  is  **  the  bri^tness 
**  of  his  Father's  glory,  and  the  express  image  of  his  perr 
f^  son,''  cannot  reasonably  be  Supposed  to  be  excluded 
among  the  nominal  Gods.    But  if  he  be  not  excluded,  he 
is  included  in  the  one  supreme  God.  Therefore,  &c.  Now, 
in  page  the  fourteenth,  you  are  content  only  to  say,  wjiich 
I  can  as  easily  gainsay,  that  thb  text  is  directly  against 
me.    But  you  resume  it  again,  p.  65.  out  of  method;  and 
thither  I  must  attend  you.    There  you  talk  much  of  iy 
his  Son,  and  ly  whom,  and  of  the  Father'^  being  his 
-God:  which  kind  of  reasoning  I  have  sufficiently  answered 
above.    But  you  add,  that  "  the  image  of  the  one  su- 
^^  preme  God  cannot  be  himself  that  one  supreme  God, 
*'  whose  image  he  is.'^  But  what  mean  you  by  the  words 
*^  that  supreme  God?'^  Plainly,  ^*  that  supreme  Father, 
**  who  is  God :"  and  thus  I  readily  allow,  that  he  cannot 
be  himself  that  very  Person,  whose  express  image  he  is. 
But  why  do  you  thus  perpetually  quibble  with  the  phrase 
*^  that  supreme  God  ;^'  as  if  there  were  two  Gods,  this 
and  thaty  and  making  the  supreme  God  a,  name  for  one 
Person  only  ?  This,  you  must  be  sensible,  is  taking  the 
main  point  for  granted ;  and  poorly  begging  of  the  ques- 
tion: which  is  a  thing  beneath  the  character  of  an  able 
disputant.  To  proceed :  I  had  been  pressed  with  a  passage 
of  Eusebius,  relating  to  this  text;  and  I  returned  a  clear 
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and  fall  answer  to  it  in  my  Defence,  vol.i.  p.  13, 14.  You 
bring  another  passage  out  of  Eusebius,  in  his  Demonstra- 
tio  Evang.  though  you  know  that  even  Bishop  Bull,  v/j^io 
otherwise  is  a  defender  of  Eusebius,  yet  makes  no  ac- 
count of  what  he  wrote  before  the  Nicene  Council :  as 
neither  do  I.  I  shall  not  therefore  give,  my  self  the  trou- 
ble of  attending  you,  as  often  as  you  fill  your  margin 
with  that  author.  I  had  sdd  however,  what  was  true,  in 
relation  to  the  passage  brought  against  me  before,  that 
by  d6o  owriaty  Eusebius  might  mean  no  more  than  what 
Pierius,  Methodius,  Alexander,  and  Tertullian,  meant  by 
the  like  expressions ;  that  is,  two  Persons,  To  which  you 
reply,  (p.  68.)  that  I,  "  by  adding  what  the  ancient  writers 
**  constantly  disclaimed,''  (viz.  an  equality  of  supreme  au-^ 
ihority  in  the  two  Persons,)  "  do  necessarily  make,  what 
**  they  never  did,  two  supreme  Gods,  however  inseparable 
**  or  undivided^  as  to  their  substance.**  But  you  are  under 
a  double  mistake  y  first,  in  imagining  that  the  ancients  did 
not  acknowledge  an  ^^  equality  of  supreme  authority,"  as 
much  as  I  do ;  and  next,  in  fancying  that  they  and  I  (for 
the  charge  affects  both,  or  neither)  thereby  make  ^^  two 
*^  supreme  Gods.'*  The  ancients,  and  I  conformable  there- 
to, always  suppose  a  headship,  or  priority  of  order  of  the 
Father,  referring  his  consubstantial  Son  to  him  as  his  heacl^ 
And  ^*  this  origination  in  the  divine  Paternity"  (as  Bishop 
Pearson  speaks  P)  **  hath  anciently  been  looked  upon  as 
f^  the  assertion  of  the  Unity :  and  therefore  the  Son  and 
**  Holy  Ghost  have  been  believed  to  be  but  one  God  with 
^'  the  Father;  (N.  B.)  because  both  from  the  Father,  who 
*^  is  one,  and  so  the  Union  of  them."  If  you  ask  how  the 
authority,  or  dominion,  (for  so  I  understand  you  here,  and 
HOt  as  authority  sometimes  signifies  Paternity ,  and  auctor 

F  Pearaon  on  tiie  Creed,  p.  40. 

^t4^it  ^  VMS  r^tc^i  fiia,  ^tit*  hu^ts  ^  i  itarhf  l|  f  »«<  ct^cf  «v  MimytrM  ri  iJ(,ns, 
s^  mfs  ^tnakuptv^My  aXX*  if  (ix*^Biu,  Greg,  iVotz.  Orett.  xxxii.  p.  S20. 

In  iUa  qnippe  voa  substantia  Trinitatis,  Unitat  est  in  origine,  sequalitss 
itL  ^roUf  in  earUtUe  antem  Unitatis  ttqualitatisque  commimio*  FnUgent,  <td 
.lib.fi.  cap.  11;  p.  37. 
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id  Pater;)  I  say^  if  you  ask  bow  it  can  be  supreme  in 
both,  if  it  be  original  here,  and  derivative  thtre',  I  answer, 
begau3e  it  is  the  same  in.  both,  only  existing  in  a  diflferent 
manner :  neither  are  there  two  dominions  or  two  sovereign- 
tieSy  any  more  than  two  essenceSj  snbstancesy  or  Gods.  The 
question yrowt  whence  the  Son's  dominion  is,  is  one  pojnt, 
and  how  great,  or  how  highf  is  quite  another.  If  you  ask 
from  whence  the  Son's  dominion  is,  I  say  from  the  Fatheti 
as  his  essence  also  is :  if  you  ask  from  whence  the  Father's 
dominion  is,  I  say^from  none,  as  I  say  also  of  his  essence* 
But  if  you  ask  me,  what,  or  how  great,  or  how  high;  I 
say  equals  in  both,  and  indeed  one  undivided  same,  just 
as  the  essence  is.  Thus  your  charge  of  two' Gods,  which 
you  so  frequently  repeat,  through  your  abounding  in  false 
metaphysics,  is  proved  a  fallacy,  and  a  groundless  ca- 
lumny. 

You  proceed  to  examine  my  authorities  for  my  con- 
struction of  Heb.  i.  3.  one  by  one.  This  being  but  a  very 
small  and  incidental  part  of  the  controversy,  I  could  be 
content  to  pass  it  over,  for  fear  of  being  tedious  to  the 
reader.  But  I  will  endeavour  to  be  as  short  as  possible. 
You  begin  with  rebuking  me  for  citing  Origen  out  of 
Athanasius;  who  lived,  you  say,  above  a  hundred  years 
alter  Origen's  death.  It  was  not  quite  a  hundred  when 
Athanasius  wrote  the  piece  from  whence  I  cited  the  pas- 

4  JElqualem  ergo  Patri  credite  Filiam;  sed  tamen  de  Patre  Filium,  Pa' 
trem  voro  non  de  Filio.  Origo  apud  illum^  aquaiitas  apud  istum.  August, 
Serm.  cxl.  torn.  5.  p.  681. 

Quod  si  dixeris,  eo  ipso  major  est  Pater  FiHo,  quia  de  nulla  genitus  genuit 
tamen  aequalem ;  dto  respondebo,  imo  ideo  non  est  major  Pater  Hlio,  quia 
genuit  tequalem,  non  minorem,  Originis  enim  qusBstio  est,  quis  de  quo  sit ; 
sequalitatis  autem,  qncUis  aut  quantus  sit  Jugust.  torn.  yiii.  p.  718. 

Cum  sit  gloria,  sempitemitate,  virtute,  regno,  potestate,  hoc  quod  Pater 
est;  omnia  tamen  hsec  non  sine  auctore,  »cut  Pater,  Deus  ex  Patre  tan- 
quam  FUius,  sine  initio  et  aqualis  babet :  €t  cum  ipse  sit  omnium  caput, 
ipnus  tamen  caput  est  Pater.  Rt{ffi,n,  in  Symh, 

Cum  Pater  omnia  quss  babet  gignendo  dedit,  eequalem  udque  genuit,  quo**- 
niam  nihil  minus  cfodit:  quomodo  ergo  tu  dids,  quia  ilk  dedit,  iUe  accepit^ 
ideo  dfquaUm  Filium  Patri  non  esse ;  cum  eum  cui  data  sunt  omnia  et  ipsamt 
^quafUatem  videas  acc^isse  ?  AuguiU  €ontr,Mtunm,  lib,  ii..  cap.  14.  p.  707* 
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sage.  But  no  matter.  I  question  whether  you  can  bring 
any  thing  of  Origen*8,.that  is  of  better,  or  indeed  so  good 
authority  J  considering  how  carefully  Athanasius's  Works 
have  been  preserved,  how  negligently  most  of  Origen*s, 
and  how  much  they  have  ht^n  corrupted;  as  the  best, 
crhics  allow.  Will  you  produce  me  any  MSS.  of  Origen, 
above  the  age  of  Athanasius  ?  Or  will  you  assure  us  that 
later  scribes  were  more  faithful  in  copying  than  he?  To 
pass  on }  you  think  however  that  the  passage  cited  from 
Origen  is  *^  nothing  to  my  purpose;*'  it  does  not  show 
that  the  Son  is  the  one  supreme  God.  But  it  shows  enough 
to  infer  it,  though  it  does  not  directly  say  it.  It  shows 
that,  in  Origen's  opinion,  the  image'^  must  be  perfectly 
like  the  prototype;  both  alike  invisible y  and  like  eternal 'z 
so  fer  he,  is  express;  and  his  premises  infer  a  great  deal 
more,  by  parity  of  reason.  Wherefore  Origen,  in  his 
book  against  Celsus,  carries  the  argument  up  to  a  formal 
equality  in  greatness.  His  words  are^,  "  The  God  and  Fa- 
*'  ther  of  all  is  not,  according  to  us,  the  only  one  that  is 
^^  great.  For  he  hath  imparted  even  his  greatness  to  his 
^*  only  begotten,  begotten  before  the  creation :  that  he 
^^  being  the  image  of  the  Invisible  God,  might  keep  up 
'^  the  resemblance  of  the  Father,  even  in  greatness.  For 
*^  it  was  not  possible  for  him  to  be  (if  I  may  so  speak)  a 
^'  commensurate  and  fair  image  of  the  invisible  God,  with«» 
*^  out  copying  out  his  greatness.'^ 

Now  to  me  it  seems,  that  this  and  the  other  passage 
of  Origen  are  both  very  much  to  my  purpose.  For  Ori- 
gen was  never  weak  enough  to  imagine  that  there  were 
tivo  Gods,  equal  in  invisibility ^  in  eternity,  in  greatness: 
but  that  the  Father  and  Son,  thus  equal  to  each  other, 

Jtv,  Xti  tuu  ifiMTfis  Tvy^QKvcit  vu  ^etr^osf  oox  iftv  ort  w*  ny*    Orig".  apud  Atfum. 
p.  233. 

•  Ov  fcittt  ^  fUytf  »«^*  fifMH  it^'Ttv  •  rip  Ski*  ^$es  ttrnt  irar^^'  fttri'ituxt  ykf 
tmm  Moi  vn$  fuyaXetimrct  ry  fjtepcytvfj^ xai  ^^ttrorix^  9ra.ffns  xtUms*  < »,  i/*** 
mitwit  Tvy^^avatp  rtf  aa^aTU  d-fM/,  mat  U  rf  fittyiS^u  f^iip  <rtl9  uxiw  fu  ^ter^s*  ^ 
yit^  Jovr  h  tiMU  0v(/tfiktT^§f  (7/  iirtn  ivofAd^m)  xmi  x»y*i9  tixivx  ri  i«(dT9  ^tSf  f*h 
iK«BJ  rS  fAtyi^s  ira^fafay  rhv  tlxeva,  Ori^.  contr,  Cels,  p.  323.   . 
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were  together  the  one  God  supreme.  If  you  have  any 
passages  to  allege  to  the  contrary,  out  of  Origen's  less  ac- 
curate, or  perhaps  interpolated  works,  they  are  by  no  means 
to  be  brought  in  competition  with  those  I  have  cited :  be- 
sides that  most  of  them  may  admit  of  a  fair  and  candid 
construction,  as  meaning  no  more  than  that  the  Father  is 
naturally  prior  in  order  to  the  Son,  or  in  ojice  superior  by 
mutual  concert  and  agreement. 

Nor  shall  I  think  myself  obliged  (which  I  mention 
once  for  all)  to  answer  such  testimonies  as  have  been  be- 
fore completely  answered  by  Bishop  Bull;  unless  you 
have  something  neiu  to  add  upon  the  subject.  We  shall 
have  more  concerning  Origeh  in  another  place. 

You  proceed  to  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  (p.  7^0  whom 
I  had  also  cited  in  relation  to  Heb.  i.  3.  You  call  it  citing* 
at  second  hand,  because  out  of  Athanasius.  May  not  any 
writings  whatever  be  almost  with  equal  justice  said  to  be 
ciitd  at  second  hand  P  They  must  be  conveyed  to  us  by 
son)e  hand  or  other :  and  we  canndt  be  more  certain  of 
any  parts  of  old  writings  than  we  are  of  these  parts  espe- 
cially which  were  long  ago  cited,  higher  up  than  any 
MSS.  now  reach.  But  enough  of  this  trifling.  You  bring 
up  again  the  stale  pretence  about  what  Basil  and  Photius 
said  of  Dionysius:  which  has  been  answered  over  and' 
over,  by  considerable  writers  *.  This  is  what  you  ou^t 
not  to  have  concealed  from  your  reader.  You  observe  fsw^ 
ther,  that  Dionysius  does  not  draw  the  same  inference 
fpoin  the  text  that  I  do,  viz.  that  the  Son  is  the  *^one 
^^  supreme  Gk>d."  Very  true :  neither  should  I  draw  that 
inference,  if  I  was  only  proving  the  eternity  of  God  the 
Son ;  but  I  should  stop  there.  However,  if  there  be  occa- 
sion to  advance  farther,  nothing  is  easier  than  from  the 
coetemity  to  deduce  all  that  I  desire,  viz.  that  the  Father 
and  Son  are  together  the  one  God  supreme:  which  is 

• 
«  Bull.  Det  Fid.  Nic.  p,  142.  Mr.  TTttriby's  Answer  to  Mr.  Wbiston'«  8«8-^ 
IMCions,  p.  91,  Ac.  Rmnart.  Act.  Mart.  p.  181.  Le  Moyse,  N«L  ad  Ysr.  Saok 
p.  235.  Athanasius  dc  Sententia  DionynL 
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indeed  the  plain  certain  doctrine  of  the  same  Dionysius, 
in  the  same  treatisct  *^  The  undivided  Monad  we  extend 
**  to  a  Triad,  and  again  the  undiminished  Triad  we  con- 
*^  tract  into  a  Monad  "/*  Now,  I  beseech  you,  what  is  his 
Monad,  but  the  one  God  supreme?  And  what  doth  it 
consist  of,  but  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  according 
to  this  excellent  writer  ? 

My  next  authority  was  Alexander  of  Alexandria^; 
whom,  you  say,  I  cite  out  of  Athanasius.  You  should 
have  said,  out  of  Montfaucon's  edition  of  Athanasius's 
works,  into  which  he  has  inserted  this  epistle  of  Alexan- 
der. The  reader  perhaps  otherwise  may  suspect  that  this 
was  again  at  second  hand,  as  you  would  call  it,  from 
Athanasius.  Well,  what  have  you  to  say  to  the  thing  ? 
It  amoimts,  you  think,  to  no  more  than  what  Arius  him- 
self might  have  said,  viz.  that  the  Son  is  not  (avojxowj  t^  ou^ 
clet  t5  varql^)  of  unlike  suhslance  to  the  Father,  You  should 
have  added  the  other  words  by  me  cited,  ««xc5v  TgAs/a  kolI 
onKOiiyafriLx  r5  'Jtarpo^,  the  perfect  image  and  shining  forth  of 
ibe  Father,  Which  I  believe  neither  Arius,  nor  yourself 
would  be  willing  to  admit.  However,  Arius  had  denied 
that  the  Son  was  opjioj  t^  oucr/a,  of  like  substance  with  the 
Father;  as  appears  from  that  very  epistle y.  And  neither 
Arius  nor  you  would  have  said  e^iroi6yoi<riJM  tqv  'Karpcs,  but 
sewuvyouTfia  tyjs  8^rj$  Totj  'GraTpo$,  which  kind  of  expression 
Dr.  Clarke  contends  for  in  opposition  to  the  other.  You 
proceed  to  cite  a  pretty  large  passage  from  Alexander's 
other  epistle  in  Theodoret,  to  show,  as  you  pretend,  that 
*'  he  has  nothing  agreeable  to  my  notion/'  though  the 
w^hole  epistle  is  exactly  agreeable  to  my  notion,  and  in- 
deed contains  it.    Alexander  no  where  says,  with  you, 

'  *  Ourt>i  ftiv .  fiftt7t  «3#  «  fen*  r^»£t»  vnv  f**m^  rkaTtnsfitv  oitm^iTdv^  ««)  t«i» 
v^ii^Ss  irtcXj9  itfAtm^m  u$  .m  fMvditc  fuym^XttuifAtS^a,  Dipnys,  Alex*  apud 
jithanas.  vol.  i.  p.  255. 

jtiextmd,  Alexand,  Bp,  kUer  Gjp.  Atha$ia9.f.  399. 

y  Among  Anus's  tenets,  this  is  oncj,  o^  34  SfMt»f  nnr  turUv  rf  <r«Tf  /  Wti» 
-IKrf.p.398.  .  ■         ' 

VOL.  III.  E 


Digitized  by 


Google 


56  A  SECOND  DEFENCE        Qtj,  ii; 

that  the  Vathtr  alone  ha«  "  supreme  authority,  sovereignty^ 
♦•  and  dominion :''  he  was  too  wi^e  and  too  good  a  man 
to  divide  the  Son  from  the  Father.  He  expresses  their 
inseparability^  in  all  thin^S5in  very  full  and  express  tefms^ 
together  with  the  Son's  neceisary  existence^,  and  supreme 
divinity  ^  5  blaming  the  Arians  for  laying  hold  of  Christ^  8 
acts  of  submission,  and  condescension,  in  order  to  sink 
Imd  lessen  it.  All  you  can  find  in  this  writet  that  looks 
for  your  purpose  is,  that  the  prerogative  of  unhegotten 
belongs  to  the  Father,  (which  I  also  constantly  maintain,) 
aiid  that  the  Son  was  neither  unhegotten^  nor  created^  but 
between  both :  which  Alexlander  observes,  in  opposition 
to  the  Arians,  who  pretended  there  was  no  medium^  but 
that  the  Son  m\xst  \yG  tiih^v  tinbegotten  or  a  creature* 
You  cite  part  of  this  passage,  bdt  omit  what  would  have 
shown  fully  the  sense  of  the  author  5  which  runs  t^us :  - 
*^  Fot  these  inventors  of  idle  tales  (the  Arians)  pretend, 
*^  that  We,  who  reject  their  impioUs  and  unscriptural 
*^  blasphemy  against  Christ,  as  bemg  from  nothing,  assert 
**  iw6  unbe^otten  Beings  5  alleging,  very  ignorantly,  that 
**  one  of  these  two  we  must  of  necessity  bold;  either  that 
*^  he  (Christ)  is ^ow  nothing,  or  that  there  must  be  ttjuo 
'^  unhegotten  Beings.  Unthinking  men !  Not  to  cJonsider 
**  the  great  distance  there  is  between  the  unhegotten  Ea* 
**  ther>  and  the  things  erisated  by  him  out  of  nothing,  (aar 
'*  well  rational  as  irrational,)  betwixt  which  two,  comes 
•^  in  the  intermediate  only-hegottien  nature  of  God  the 
^*  Word,  by  whom  the  Father  made  all  things  out  of 
^*nothitig<5/* 

a  'AXAvXatit  etx'*gtr»  it^ytMTtk  Ivf,  rev  itari^d  JmJ  r»9  uuf^  &C  AUfXtmd^ 
EpisL  Ap.  Theod.  lib.  i.  cap.  4.  p.  12.  Mtr«|t>  9»r^  m)  wm  •h'Skr^Uurmtut, 
cW  &j^^t  Titos  itwiets  vwro  ^etfretrtS^tu  rnt  ^vx*'*  ^w/*ii^r*   Ibid, 

•  "Ar^^Tdit  rtSrev  neti  avmXX§mT*9  mt  rw  ^uvi^^  k^^lni  »«)  riXmw  l^«#— 
fuvf  vi/  Afyifmrif  X.«t^fU9»9  \%iiim.  p.^  16.  T^  yk^  ktmnymr^  vnt  2^«ir  f^  iUvtt 
%Xymy  0UHu^u  xttl  r»  irfmrirwrov  ^mf,  w  ifif  i^auym^fta,  tSliKmii  thul^  t5  Sti 
•v»  h  &ti,  lnKd9  Srt  »vSi  tS  Ift*  uuin,  ir*v  ^iL  p.  14. 

*>  *H  vierns  altrov  tut^  ^iW  ^rvyxdim^m  r^g  wmT(txn$  ^tirtingf  &C.  p.  J4. 
Tns  &v»trdr0f  »mi  a^j^^vt  mvnH  SUrti^Hf  p.  16.  . 
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I  see  nothiiig  ki  this  passage,  but  what  I  can  heartily 
assent  to;  iinderstancRng  by  nature,  person,  as  Alexander 
himself  understood  it ;  which  Valesius  observes.  One 
thing  the  reader  may  remark,  that  the  main  principle  upon 
which  you  and  your  friendis  found  all  your  opposition  to 
the  doctrine  of  a  coequal  and  coeiemal  Trinity,  is  no  other 
than  what  you  have  borrowed  from  the  ancient  Arians  i 
and  which  Alexander,  in  this  passage,  severely  condemns  f 
namely,  that  God  the  Son  cannot  be  God  in  the  strict ' 
and  proper  sense,  unkss  he  be  unoriginate  and  self-eocistenf, 
as  the  unhegotten  Father  himself;  there  being,  as  you 
conceive,  no  medium  between  self-exislence,  in  the  highest* 
sense,  and  precarious  existence:  that  is,  in  plain  words, 
(though  you  love  to  disguise  it,)  between  being  unhegot- 
ten,  and  being  a  creature.  And  thus  we  have  done  whh' 
Heb.  i.  3.  Some  Post-Nicene  writers  I  had  added,  not  to 
^  make  a  show,*'  as  you  frowardly  and  falsely  suggest ; 
but,  as  you  very  well  knew,  to  correct  your  wonder,  and 
your  representing  it  before  as  strange,  and  new^  to  offer' 
tUs  text  in  proof  of  Christ's  divinity. 

You  hive  not  been  able,  we  see,  to  invalidate  the  force' 
of  those  few  texts,  laid  down  in  this  Query,  with  design  ^ 
to  prove  that  Christ  is  not  excluded,  by  any  texts  of  the 
Old  Testament,  or  New,  from  being  one  God  with  the 
Father,  but  necessarily  included  in  the  one  God  supreme. 
To  these  I  might  add  many  other  texts,  signifying  that 
thePather  and  Son  are  one;  that  the  Son  is  m  the  Fa* 
ther,  ind  the  Father  in  him;  that  he  who  hath  seen  one, 
has'  therein  seen  the  other  also;  that  the  Son  is  in  the 
hosom  of  the  Father,  and  as  intimate  as  thought  to  mind; 
that  all  things  which'  the  Father  hath  are  the  Son*s;  and 
that  tuhatsoever  the  Father  doth^  the  Son  doth  likewise  $ 

A^tCn  futi  iy^a^of  ttetrk  Xf*rw  fiXttr^fttM,  iyinnr»  Wdff^xuv  iv$,  ^ViiiV  B&rt(d9 
Xiyuf  ^'  iyvMVVTtf  ti  itim^jtnruy  mt  f^f^t'*.  ^*  '^  /MToJi  wuv^  aytfjmrwy  ««i , 
/MMyti^f,  V  fis  ret  §k»  i|  §vk  9wmtl*»in*tv  §  iTtfrif^  rov  ^%w  A«>«y  &C.  p.  17^  18. 

Sec  Boll,  sect  iii;  cap.  9.  n.  U.  Aniinad.  in  Glib.  Oerke,  p.  1027. 
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that  they  are  represented  as  one  temple.  Rev.  xxi.  22.  and 
as  having  one  throne,  Rev.  xxii.  i.  and  as  making  one 
light.  Rev.  xxi.  23.  These  and  many  other  considerations, 
suggested  in  Scripture,  serve  to  confirm  and  illustrate  the 
same  thing.  But  it  is  now  time  to  examine  your  pre- 
tended counter-evidence  drawn  from  Scripture :  after  the 
discussion  of  which,  we  may  come  regularly  to  our  in- 
quiry into  the  sense  of  antiquity  upon  this  head. 

You  had  produced  John  xvii.  3.  1  Cor.  viii.  6.  Eph.  iv, 
6.  which  prove  that  the  Father  is  styled,  sometimes,  the 
one  God,  or  only  true  God;  and  that  he  is  God  of  the 
Jews,  of  Abraham,  &c.  I  asked,  how  those  texts  proved 
that  the  Son  was  not  P  You  say,  (p.  26.)  "  very  plainly." 
Let  us  hear  how.  You  add,  "  Can  the  Son  of  the  God  of 
^*  Abraham,  (Acts  iii.  13.)  be  himself  that  God  of  Abra- 
^^  ham,  who  glorified  his  Son  ?*'  But  why  must  you  here 
talk  of  that  God,  as  it  were  in  opposition  to  this  God, 
supposing  two  Gods;  that  is,  supposing  the  thing  in 
question  ?  If  I  allow  that  there  is  a  this  God,  and  a  that 
God,  or  two  Gods ;  you  can  prove,  it  seems,  that  two 
Gods  are  not  one  God.  Very  ingenious  !  But  if  I  tell  you 
that  this  divine  Person  is  not  that  divine  Person,  and  yet 
both  are  one  God;  the  quibble  is  answered.  You  are  very 
often  at  this  kind  of  play :  and  therefore  it  may  be  here 
proper  to  say  something  more  to  it.  Let  us  make  trial  of 
the  like  argumentation  in  anbther  case.  It  is  the  Doctor's 
principle,  as  hath  been  observed,  that  the  divine  substance 
is  infinitely  extended,  and  yet  the  same  substance  every 
where.  Let  us  now  argue  much  after  the  same  manner 
as  you  do  against  me ;  this  divine  substance  here  on  earth 
is  not  that  divine  substance  which  fills  heaven:  for  this 
and  Ma/  cannot  be  the  same.  It  is  but  repeating  the; 
argument,  and  one  may  prove  that  the  Divine  Being, 
according  to  the  Doctor,  consists  of  an  infinite  number  of 
different  substances,  no  two  parts  whatever  being  the  same 
substance.  Such  is  the  force  of  yoiir  logic,  by  the  help  of 
this  and  that*  But  if  the  Doctor,  on  the  other  hand,  can 
allow  that  the  substance  may  be  the  same,  where  there  is 
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a  distinction  of  this  and  that;  then  give  us  leave  to  take 
the  benefit  of  the  Doctor's  own  principles ;  and  to  con- 
clude in  the  present  case,  that  Father  and  Son  may  be  one 
substance^  one  Being,  or  one  God,  notwithstanding  the  dis- 
tinction of  this  Person  and  that  Person.  Having  once 
fully  answered  your  quibble,  you  will  not,  I  hope,  expect 
that  I  should  do  it  again  and  again,  as  often  as  you  get 
into  this  trifling  way.  It  will  be  sufficient  just  to  hint  to 
the  reader,  that  you  are  again  playing,  as  usual,  with  this 
and  that;  and  so  to  dismiss  it.  Now  let  us  proceed. 
You  ask  farther,  upoii  Acts  iii.  13.  "  Can  the  one  su- 
*^  preme  God  be  exalted,  or  glorified  by  another?"  In 
answer  to  which  I  refer  you  to  my  fifth  Sermon.  You 
add,  is  it  not  true,  that  "  the  less  is  blessed  of  the 
"  greater?"  But  what  has  benediction  to  do  with  exalta^ 
lion  and  glorification?  I  am  weary  of  answering  such 
things. 

You  come  to  take  off  the  answer  I  had  made  to  such 
texts  as  style  the  Father  the  only  God,  &c.  I  had  said, 
he  was  not  so  styled  in  opposition  to  the  Son,  or  to  ftr- 
clude  him  from  being  the  one  God.  That  is,  say  you, 
**  The  Father,  though  expressly  distinguished,  is  still  both 
^*  Father  and  Son."  That  is  your  mistake :  we  do  not 
say,  that  in  these,  or  the  like  instances,  both  persons  are 
included  in  the  term  Father;  but  that  the  exclusive  terms, 
aloney  or  only,  are  not  to  be  so  rigorously  interpreted,  as 
to  leave  no  room  for  tacit  exceptions.  To  make  this  a 
little  plainer  to  you. 

Rev.  xix.  I  a.  it  is  said  of  the  Son,  "  He  had  a  name 
^^  written,  which  ouh\g,  no  person,  knew  but  himself." 
This  was  not  s^d  in  opposition  to  the  Father,  or  as  ex^ 
eluding  him  from  that  knowledge ;  for,  it  is  still  tacitly 
supposed,  that  he  knew  as  much  as  the  Son;  and  no 
question  could  be  made  of  it.  This  is  not  including  Fa- 
ther  and  Son  under  the  term  Son;  but  is  speaking  of  one 
only,  abstracting  from  the  consideration  of  not  excluding 
the  other.  I  had  said,  that  the  Pdther  is  primarily,  not 
exclusively,  the  one  true  God.    You  do  not  understand 

B3 


Digitized  by 


Google 


54  A  SECOND  DEFENCE         Qu.  ii. 

primarily:  I  am  sorry  for  it.  First  in  oxAtVyfirsi  in  coa- 
ceptton>  God  unhegotien  and  proceeding  from  none^  as 
distinguished  from  God  begotten  and  proceeding.  You 
add,  that  ^^  when  one  person  is  in  any  respect  declared  to 
*'  be  the  only,  &c.  he  must  needs  be  so,  exclusively  of  all 
**  others,  in  that  sense  wherein  he  is  declared  to  be  the 
'*  onhfy  Sec.  otherwise  there  is  no  certainty  or  use  in  lan- 
^^  guage.^'  That  is  to  say,  since  no  one  knoweth  the  Father^ 
but  the  Son,  the  Father  must  be  excluded  from  knowing  in 
the  same,  or  in  so  high  a  sense :  and  if  no  one  knoweth 
the  things  of  God  but  the  Spirit,  both  Father  and  Son 
tare  excluded  from  hunuing  in  so  high  a  sense,  or  in  the 
I  same  sense.  And  M  nc  one  knew  the  name  written  but 
the  Son  himself,  both  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Ghost  must 
be  excluded  from  knowing;  "  otherwise  there  is  no  cer- 
**  tainty  or  use  in  language.'* 

And  if  Christ  be  styled  by  the  primitive  Fathers,  as  he 
♦often  is,  (see  my  Sermons,  vol.  L  p.  8a.)  the  only  Judge,  the 
eniy  Ij>rd,  the  only  God,  the  only  King;  the  Father  must 
he  excluded  from  being  Judge,  Lord,  King,  or  God,  in 
^such  a  sense  as  those  authors  intended  of  God  the  Son : 
.•'.otherwise  there  is  no  certainty  or  use  in  language.'* 
But  I  think:  the  use  of  language  and  custom  of  speech, 
in  all  authors  I  have  met  with,  has  gone  upon  this  rule, 
or  maxim,  that  exclusive  terms  are  always  to  be  under* 
Mood  in  opposition  only  to  what  they  are  opposed  to,  and 
^ot  in  opposition  to  what  they  are  not  opposed  to :  and 
there  is  both  use  and  certainty  enough  in  language,  in 
this  way,  so  long  as  men  are  blessed  with  any  tolerable 
ishare  df  common  sense,  and  are  but  oapaUe  .of  linder- 
atanding  the  design,  drift,  or  purport  of  any  speaker  or 
writer.  I  see  where  your  confusion  lies :  and  if;  you  will 
bear  a  while  with  me,  I  will  endeavour  to  help  you  out 
of  it.  I  consider  the  matter.thus :  the  Ghd  of  Israel  (be  it 
Father,  or  Son,  or  both,  or  the  whole  Trinity)  is  styled 
the  one  God,  Qpd  in  the  strict  sLodemphaticial  sense  of  tl:^ 
word  God,  in  Of^sition  to  ateaJture-Godsi  which,  are 
none  of  them  Gods  in  ithe'sane  iSense  of  the  word  God. 
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Here  you  will  observe  that  I  lay  the  emphasis  upon  the 
sense  of  the  word  God :  and  in  this  very  highest  and  most 
emphatical  sense  of  the  word,  I  suppose  as  well  Son  and 
Holy  Ghost,  as  the  Father,  to  be  God. 

Again,  the  Father  may  be  emphatically  styled  the  only 
God,  because  of  his  emphatical  nianner  of  existing.  Here 
I  lay  the  whole  emphasis  upon  the  manner  of  existing, 
existing  from  none.  Either  Son  or  Holy  Ghost  is  God 
ia  the  very  highest  sense,  in  the  same  sense  of  the  word 
God,  but  not  in  the  ^ame  emphatical  manner.  If  there- 
fore the  emphasis  be  laid  upon  the  sense  of  the  word  God, 
every  person  of  the  three  is  emphatically  God,  in  opposi-* 
lion  to  creature-Gods :  but  if  the  emphasis  be  laid  upon 
the  manner  of  existing,  the  Father  only  is  God  in  th^t 
emphatical  manner,  and  for  that  very  reason  is  most  fre- 
quently styled,  in  Scripture  and  antiquity  too,  the  only 
Ggd.  I  perceive,  you  do  not  distinguish  between  being 
God  in  a  different. sense  of  the  word  God,  and  being  God 
in  a  different  manner,  though  in  the  same  sense  of  the 
word :  and  hence  arises  yov^r  perplexity  vpon  this  head* 
I  will  give  you  pne, example,  out  of  m^ny,  which  may 
help  to  illustrate  the  case.  The  Father  is  Spirit,  and; the 
Son  is  Spirit',  but  yet. the  Holy  Ghost  is  emphatically  the 
Spitit.  Not  that  he  i^  Spirit  in  any  higher,  or  any  diffe-^ 
rent  sense  of  the  wprd  Spirit;  but  upon  other  accounts, 
the  name  of  Spirit  Is  emphatically  and  more  peculiarly 
attributed  to  hiip.  In  lijce^  manner,  the  Father  is  God^ 
the  Son  God,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  Crod  5  yet  the  Father  is 
emphatically  the  one  God.  Not  that  he  is  God  in  any 
Mgher,or  any  different  sense  of  the  word  God:  but  upon 
other  accounts,  (either  as  ht  is  Jirst  knoum,  or  as  being 
most  universally  acknowledged^,  or  chiefly  as  being ^r^^ 

'  Quin  et  illud  obsenra^otte  dignum  est,  JudsBOs  per  id  tempus,  ut  erant 
mdcs  ct  oc^QBcati,  soiim  Devm  agiumase  quern  Patrem  sMum  esse  Christie 
docaerat — idcirco  Job.  viii.  sic  iUos  Christus  alloquiturt  "Est.  Pater  meuft, 
'<  qm  f^on&caX  me,  quern  tos  dicilis  quia  Deus  veft^  eat,  et  ^QIL  cpgnpiriitis 
*<  com."  Ittque  d#  hg©  ip»  Peo,  qucjn  Jud^i  ipioio  j^^B^bwit,  ufciion 
Judaizantes  hseretici  plerique,  ad  quos  dedocendos  vejL  c^AMi^BdoflJotouiet 

E4 
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Person^,  and  head  of  the  other  two,)  the  name  of  God,  or 
only  Godj  has  been  emphatically  and  more  peculiarly  ap- 
propriated to  him.  These  things  being  cleared,  and  set 
right,  let  us  now  pass  on.  What  you  have,  p.  27,  a8. 
about  the  Son's  being  sent,  considered  even  in  his  divine 
nature,  I  readily  admit,  and  never  doubted  of.  Neither 
do  I  dispute  but  that  he  that  sendsy  is  for  that  very  reason 
greater  than  him  that  is  sent ;  greater  in  respect  of  office 
voluntarily  entered  into;  and  greater  in  respect  of  natural 
order  of  priority  y  which  made  it  proper  for  one  to  submit 
to  the  inferior  office  rather  than  the  other.  And  therefore 
I  have  not  scrupled,  after  Cyprian,  Novatian,  Atbanasius, 
Basil,  and  others,  in  my  Sermons ',  to  admit  that  the  Son 
is  greater  than  the  Holy  Ghost;  of  which,  if  you  please, 
see  a  full  and  brief  account,  in  a  book  referred  to  in  the 
margin?. 

Your  testimonies  therefore  upon  that  head  might  bave 
been  spared,  as  containing  nothing  contradictory  to  me: 
unless  perhaps  Eusebius,  or  the  Council  of  Sirmium  (nei- 
ther of  which  are  of  any  great  authority  with  me)  might 
strain  the  notion  rather  too  far ;  as  it  is  certain  you  do. 

You  go  on  to  I  Cor.  viii.  6.  where  you  say  the  Son  is 
in  the  most  express  words  excluded.  Excluded  from  being 
one  God  with  the  Father  ?  Where  ?  Show  me  the  express 
fvords,  if  you  can.  I  say,  the  Father  is  there  emphatically 
styled  the  one  God;  and  the  reason  of  it  is  intimated,  be- 
cause of  him  are  all  things ;  whereas  in  respect  of  the 

ista  scribebat,  loqui  wc  necesse  habtiit,  tit  diceret  verbatn  erat  v-^is  tif  Buf, 
hoc  est  apnd  Utum  Detem,  quern  tos,  O  Judaei  et  h»retid,  solum  noviatis. 
Petav.  Dogm,  Theol.  torn.  v.  part  2.  p.  352. 1U>.  tvi.  cap.  4. 

•  ScUvo  enim  FiUoy  recte  unicum  Detan  potest  determinasse,  cujus  est 
Filius.  Non  enim  desinit  esse  qui  habet  Filium  ipse  unicus,  suo  scilicet  no- 
mine^ quotiens  sine  Filio  nominatur.  Sine  Fllio  autem  nominatur  cum/>rtn- 
eipaUter  determlnaitur  ut  prima  pertona,  quae  ante  Filii  nomen  erat  propo- 
nenda,  quia  pater  ante  cognoscitur^  et  post  patrem  fiHus  nominator.  Tertul, 
eontr,  Prax,  cap.  18. 

*■  Sermon  vi.  vol.  ii.  p.  1 14. 

8  Leo  AUatins's  Notes  upon  Metbodins,  p.  102.  in  Fabridns's  second 
volnme  of  Hippolytns. 
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Son,  they  are  only  by  him :  which  shows  a  difference  of 
order  betwixt  them^  in  existing  and  operating.  And  this 
is  all  you  can  make  of  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  However,  as  all 
things  are  by  the  Son,  as  well  as  of  the  Father  ;  it  appears 
from  that  very  passage,  that  they  are  both  one  Creator, 
one  joint^ause  of  all  things.  But  of  this  text  I  have  said 
more  in  my  Sermons  ^.  You  wonder  /  should  not  see  in 
1  Cor.  viii*  6.  ^*  that  if  the  one  Lord  is  included  in  the  one 
**  God,*'  (there  spoken  of,  you  should  have  added,)  "  the 
*'  whole  reasoning  of  the  Apostle  is  quite  taken  away." 
But  it  is  easy  to  answer,  that  one  God  there  is  taken  per^ 
sonally :  and  so  I  do  not  pretend  that  it  there  stands  both 
for  Father  and  Son,  but  for  Father  only ;  as  one  Lord  is 
also  taken  there  personally  for  the  Son  only.  Neverthe- 
less, the  giving  the  name  sometimes  to  one  singly,  is  no 
argument  that  the  same  name  may  not  also  justly  belong 
to  both  together.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  certain,  that  if 
both  are  joined  in  the  same  one  common  Godhead,  either 
of  them  singly  has  a  right  to  be  called  the  one  God,  not 
excluding  the  other  from  the  same  right. 

What  you  add  about  Sabellianism,  I  pass  over  here  a^ 
foreign.  Your  quotation  from  Bp.  Pearson  is  shamefully 
abusing  your  reader,  while  you  conceal  what  would  have 
shown  that  the  Bishop's  notion  was  diametrically  oppo- 
site to  yours.  I  have  set  down  his  words  above  K  As  to 
Origen's  way  of  solving  the  Unity,  it  will  be  seen  here- 
after to  be  directly  contrary  to  yours;  as  are  also  the 
Ante-Nicene  Fathers  in  general,  as  will  be  seen  pre- 
sently. EuseJDius  I  reckon  not  with  the  Ante-Nicenes  5 
unless  you  will  take  in  Athanasius  too,  who  has  two 
treatises  written  before  any  books  now  extant  of  Eiise- 
bius.  What  I  had  said  of  Novatian,  stood  corrected  in 
my  two  later  editions  of  my  Defence,  which  you  might 
have  been  so  fair  as  to  look  into.  I  say,  if  Novatian  did 
not  mean  that  Christ  was  God  in  the  same  sense  with 
Tthe  Father,  and  only  God  as  w;ell  as  the  Father,  it  will  be 

^  Serm.  ii.  vol.  ii.  p.  28,  29,  &c.  *  Page  45; 
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hard  to  make  out  the  sense  or  connection  of  bis  inference^ 
from  John  xvii.  3.  His  reasoning  is  plainly  this;  that 
when  our  Lord  said,  *^  They  might  know  tbee  the  only 
**  true  God,  and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent,*'  his 
joining  himself  to  the  Father  in  that  manner  shows  that 
he  must  be  God  also.  The  strength  of  bis  argument  lies 
only  in  the  conjunction  and :  there  are  but  two  construc- 
tions of  it ;  either  thus,  Know  thee,  ami  iz/so  know.  Jesus 
Christ,  (according  to  which  there  is  nothing  like  an  argu- 
ment, at  least  not  according  to.  No\'atian,)  or  else  thus, 
Thee  the  only  true  God,  and  also  Jesus  Christ.  Thus  in- 
deed the  text  does  afford  an  argument  of  Christ^s  being 
God,  and  only  God  too.  For  it  comes  to  this,  that  the 
Father,  and  a/io  Christ,  is  the  only  irue  God*  And  thus 
Ambrose^  reasons  upon  that  text,  much  after  the  same 
way  with  Novatian :  as  also  do  Athanasius  °*  and  Austin^, 
Wherefore  I  do  not  see  that  I  have  at  all  misrepresented 
the  sense  of  Novatian.  What  you  farther  pret^d  from 
other  parts  of  bis  treatise  is  by  no  means  made  out.^  all 
being  easily  reconciled  upon  the  foot  of  the  Son's  subordi* 
nation  as  a  Son,  or  his  volnntarycondescensifms,  without 
the  least  diminution  of  his  supreme  authority,  natsirally 


k  Si  noluisset  se  etiam  Deum  intelligi,  cur  addidit,  et  quern  misisti  Jesum 
Christum,  nisi  quoniam  et  Deum  accipi  voluit:  quoniam  si  se  Deum  noUet 
intelligi,  addidisset,  et  quern  misisti  hominem  Jesum  Chfistam;  nunc  autem 
ueque  addidit,  nee  ae  hominem  nohis  tantumropdo  Qiristus  tracfidit>  sedDe^ 
Junxit,  ut  et  Deum  per  hanc  conjunctionem,  sicut  est,  intelligi  rellet  Est 
ergo  credendum  in  Dominum,  unum  verum  deum,  et  in  eum  quern  misit 
Jesum  Christum  consequenter :  qui  se  nequaquam*  patri,  ut  dilimus,  jtm^ig- 
set,  nisi  Deum  quoque  intelligi  veUet.  NovcU,  cap.  14. 

1  ^*  Ut  cQgnoscant  te  solum  verum  Denm^  et  quern  misisti  Jesum'  Chrift- 
**  tum;"  conjunctione  ilia  Patrem  utique  eopulavit  et  Filium,  ut  Christum 
verum  Deum  a  majestate  Patris  nemo  secernat :  nnnquam  enim  conjunctio 
separat.  Jmbr,  de  Fid,  lib.  v.  cap.  1.  Compare  Hilary,  p.  815. 

»  Athanas.  Orat.  iii.  p.  558.  • 

^  *'  £tquem  mi^ist^  Jesivn  Christum."  S^baudie^dum  est,  <' unum,  verum 
f'  Deum;"  et  ordo  verbonun  est^  '^  ut  te  et  quem  misisti  Jesum  Chxistum 
**  cognoscant  unum  verum  Deum."  Jugust,  de  7W».  lib.  vi.  cap.  9.  p.  849. 

Fetavius  remarks,  that  Novatian's  was  the  same  with  St  Austin's.  Petav. 
de  Trm.  lib.  ii.  cap.  4. 
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^nd  essentially  adhering  to  him.  ButNovatian  shall  be 
-more  distinctly  and  accurately  considered  in  the  sequel. 
You  tell  me,  p.  36.  that  the  Nicene  Creed  professes  the 
Father^ to  be  the  one  God;  as  if  any  one  questioned  it,  or 
thought  it  of  any  wei^t  in  the  controversy  i  Do  not  I 
also  profess  the  same  thing  ?  You  add  farther,  that  even 
the  Post-Nicene  writers  referred. the  title  of  6  fnotos  ^ij^ivi^ 
8feif,  the  only  true  Godj  to  the  Father  only,  (which  is  a 
mistake  ® ;)  but  what  if  they  did  ?  Then  they  reserved 
«ome  peculiar  titles  to  the  Father,  by  way  of  eminencyy  to 
distinguish  the  ^st  Person  of  the  Godhead:  and  that  is 
all«  And  if  the  Post-Nicene  writers,  notwithstanding  their 
Tcserving  some  peculiar  and  eminent  titles  to  the  Father, 
yet  believed  all  the  three  Persons  to  be  the  one  God;  why 
rshould  the  reserving  of  the  same,  or  like  titles  to  the 
Father,  among  the  Ante-Nicenes,  be  made  any  argument 
^against  their  having  the  same  faith  with  those  that  came 
dfter?  What  you  say  of  Epiphanius,  (p.  37.)  that  he 
xmderstood  the  words  rh  f/Jvoot  ctAat^n^  Qsov,  in  John  xvii. 
3.  of  the  Father  only,  is  trub:.  but  you  are  prodigiously 
out  in:  your  account,  when  you  ph^tend  from  the  same 
Epiphanius,  that  6  akifinfog  Oio^  ibe  true  God,  in  i  John  v. 
ao.  ^'  was  in  his  .time  universally  understood  of  the  Fa- 
"  ther."  Athahasius  quotes  thie  words  seven  times ;  con- 
stantly understanding  them  of  God  the  Son :  Basil  applies 
^em  in  .the  same  manner  P.  So. also  do  Ambrose,  Jerome, 


•  I  think  it  not  worth  while  to  search  particularly  for  a  thing  of  little  or 
no  weight.  Bat  -so  j6u"  as  I  remember,  the  title  of  onfy  true  Gitd,  is  very 
often  Implied  by  the  Posl-Nicenc  writers  to  all  the  PersoBs  together;  though 
perhaps  rarely  to  any  sing^le  Person,  except  the  Father.  Two  insUinces  of  the 
latter  may  here  suffice. 

*0  yuf  r»v  Sf«t;  Xiyof  /*•••§  ^Mf  iXn^t^  ^*»  »»i  fuvytwis  ^tk  ri  fMfs  uvett  Sivf 
^  ;  wmrn^,  Jlha$wu,  m  Psal.  Nov,  CbUeet,  p.  83. 

Est  ergo  ^hm  et  vertu  Deut  f  ilius ;  h«c  ^nim  et  Fiko  pnoDgatiTa  defer- 
tnr.  Jmbroi.  de  Fid.  lib.  r.  cap.  2.  p.  556. 

As  to  the  want  of  tiie  article^  it  is  of  no  moment,  since  the  words  without 
the  artide  are  at  fall  laid  expresBire  of  the  Catholic  sense  of  the  Son's  dwi- 
nUjf  as  possible. 

r  See  the  places  referred  to,  Serm.  vi.  vol.  ii  p.  127. 
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Faustinus,  and  Didymus.  These  were  all  contemporaries 
of  Epiphanius.  And  I  have  not  yet  met  with  so  much  as 
one  ancient  writer  that  ever  understood  those  words  in 
I  Joh.  V.  ao.  of  God  the  Father.  Cyril  of  Alexandria, 
Austin,  Fulgentius,  Vigilius,  Eugehius,  and  the  rest  that 
wrote  in  the  age  next  to  Epiphanius' s,  interpret  the  text 
the  same  way :  and  if  Epiphanius  did  otherwise,  he  is 
very  singular  in  it,  and  his  judgment  of  very  little  weight, 
against  so  many  considerable  authors  his  contemporaries. 
But  it  is  as  wild  a  consequence  as  ever  was  drawn,  that 
because  Epiphanius  did  not  insist  upon  this  text,  where 
he  had  occasion,  therefore  all  the  other  Fathers,  (though 
we  have  their  own  words  to  vouch  the  contrary,)  under- 
stood that  place  of  God  the  Father.  Mr.  Whiston,  whose 
zeal  sometimes  transports  him^  yet  did  not  care  to  come 
up  to  your  lengths  in  this  matter  5  being  content  only  to 
say,  that  "  Epiphanius  was  utterly  a  stranger  to  the  Atha- 
*^  nasian  exposition^ :"  which  perhaps  may  be  very  true; 
and  to  the  Arian  exposition  also.  *For  I  will  frankly  own, 
I  am  inclinable  to  suspect,  that  Epiphanius  made  use  of 
some  faulty  copy  which  had  not  the  word  0gJc,  but  aAij- 
.^m$  only;  though  I  have  not  observed  tliat  any  other 
Greek  writer  had  any  such  faulty  copy.  But  it  is  certain, 
that  some  Latins  read,  hie  est  vents ^  et  vita  ceterna.  Hi- 
lary'  for  one:  and  probably  Faustinus,  though  the  pre- 
sent editions  have  Deus:  and  there  is  a  Latin  treatise 
among  the  supposititious  pieces  ascribed  to  Athanasius  % 
which  reads  the  text  the  same  way.  The  author,  proba- 
bly, Idatius  Lemicensis,  about  the  year  458. 

You  have  something  more  to  say  on  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  in 
page  38.  But,  I  think,  I  need  not  add  any  thing  to  what 
I  have  before  said,  referring  also  to  my  Sermons. 

The  next  text  we  are  to  consider  is  Eph.  iv.  6.  "  One 
^^  God  and  Father  of  all,  who  is  above  all,  and  through 

<  Whiston*8  Reply  to  Lord  NotUngham^  p.  35.  Append,  p,  47.     ; 

r  Hilariufl,  p.  908.  ed.  Bened. 

•  Athanasii  Opera  Sappos.  p.  608.  ed.  Beoed. 
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"  all,  and  in  you  all :"  a  passage  which,  I  said,  had  by 
the  ancients  been  generally  understood  of  the  whole  Tri- 
nity. Upon  which  you  say,  "  a  man  must  have  a  strange 
^^  opinion  of  the  ancients,  who  can  think  so/*  Your  rea-<^ 
son  is,  because  he  is  there  distinguished  from  the  one 
Spirit,  and  the  only  Lprd.  And  what  if  the  one  Lord,  and 
one  Spirit  be  there  first  distinctly  named,  I  see  no  ab- 
surdity in  afterwards  mentioning  and  summing  up  the 
three  Persons  in  the  one  God,  under  a  threefold  considera- 
tion of  above  all,  through  all,  and  in  alL  But  we  are  not 
now  inquiring  into  the  sense  of' the  text,  but  into  the  sen-* 
timents  of  the  ancients  upon  it,  whose  testimonies  I  have 
now  given  in  one  view  in  the  margin  ^  As  to  Irenaeus, 
you  deny  that  he  ui^derstands  the  text  of  the  Trinity;  re- 
ferring to  Dr.  Clarke's  Reply  to  Mr,  Nelson,  p.  71.  In 
return  for  which  I  refer  to  True  Scripture  Doctrine  con-^ 
tinned,  p.  67,  103.  Nor  is  there  any  thing  more  absurd  jn 
this  construction  of  Irenaeus,  than  there  is  in  his  often 
reckoning  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  to  the  Father,  as  be- 
ing his  very  self  in  a  qualified  sense.  Indeed,  nothing  is 
more  common  than  for  the  head  of  a  family,  suppose 
Abraham,  to  be  understood  in  a  stricter  or  larger  sense ; 


^  Unas  Deus  Pater  ostenditnr,  qui  ml  "  guper  omuia,  et  per  omnia,  et  in 
**  omnibus."  Super  omnia  qnidem  Pater,  et  ipse  est  caput  Christi :  per  omnia 
aatem  f^erbum,  et  ipse  est  Caput  Ecclenie :  in  omnibus  autem  nobis  JS^itus, 
&c  hen.  p.  315. 

OiMfSfiia  fUfA^tnMf  ^wayircu  %U  •»«  ^a*,  ttt  yuf  iftv  i  Biif.  *0  yk^  «fXiv*ry 
^ttrn^f  9  Vt  v*»»vm  vloff  ro  )i  runri^e*  Siytov  ^nvfACt.  'O  uit  Tetrrif  •«•<  veivr^v,  « 
Ji  »4ie  hat  iravTAfv,  ri  %  eiyt99  ^uvfim,  h  -mmrtv,  iXX»tt  rt  tvcc  ^«#»  M/*ifmt  ftai  3i/y«- 
fu^»,  l«»  ft,^  Struts  itarf}  xmi  vitf  xai  kyiif  mivftari  ^tfivftftit,  H^ppol  contr, 
ATo^.  p.  16. 

Uf  ^tis  iv  rf  iKKXnrtef,  Kfi^vmnu,  o  l<r)  vrmprtv,  xtc)  ha,  tareivrMV,  xeii  u  w«<r/v* 
l*-)  <r«i>r*»»  firiv  its  v'nrti^,  if  Afx,^  *«)  trnyfif  h»  vteivrm  li  h»  ru  Xoyv,  h  ^Zfi  2\ 
2y  'Ttf  mtv/tMVt  tat  kyitf.  Athoncu,  p.  676» 

I^iVenitas  aatem  praaposttionum,  in  quibus  dicitnr ;  <'  onus  Deus,  et  Pater 
<«  omnium,  qui  super  omnes,  et  per  omnes>  et  in  omnibus,"  diversam  intelli- 
^ntum  sapit.  Super  omnes  enim  est  Deus  PfUer,  quia  Auctor  est  omnium. 
I^er  omnes  Blius,  quia  cuncta  transcurrit,  vaditque  per  omnia.  In  omnibus 
Spiritus  Sanctus,  quia  nihil  absque  eo  est  Hier^t .  in  locum,  torn.  iv.  part  I. 
p.  362. 
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oither  as  denoting  his  own  proper  person^  or  as  denoting 
himself  and  all  his  descendants  considered  as  contained  in 
him,  and  reckoned  to  him.  There  is  therefore  nothing 
strange  or  absurd  in  it,  if  the  ancients  sometimes  con- 
sidered God  the  Pa/Aer,  the  Head  oS  both  the  other  Per-' 
sons,  either  in  a  more  restrained,  or  more  enlarged  signi- 
fication :  it  is  fact  that  they  did  so,  as  will  be  seen  pre- 
sently. 

You  proceed  to  Hippolytus,  and  speak  of  his  spurious^ 
ness  with  as  much  confidence,  as  if  you  were  able  to  prove 
it :  of  which  more  in  the  sequel.  You  tell  me  also  that 
^  he  is  against  me ;'  though  I  think  he  is  clearly  for  me, 
and  that  the  Father  who  gives  ordersy  liie  Son  who  ea»*^ 
euies-,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  who  Jmishes,  are,  with  him, 
OTW  God,  as  pldnly  as  words  can  make  it,  both  before  and 
after:  which  I  leave  to  the  learned  reader  to  judge  of. 
Only  I  may  add,  in  confirmation  of  Hippolytus's  com- 
ment on  Eph.  iv.  6.  that  be  «,  as  well  as  Tertullian*  and 
Irenseus,  considers  the  Father  sometimes  in  a  restrained 
sense,  for  the  Person  of  the  Father,  and  sometimes  in  a 
larger,  as  containing  both  the  other  Persons^.  Neither  is 
Athanasius  against  me,  as  you  pretend,  but  directly  for 
me,  when  he  is  justly  translated,  without  your  interpola- 
tions. **  In  the  Church,  there  is  preached  one  God,  who 
^^  h  above  all,  and  through  all,  and  in  all.  Above  all,  as 
**  Father,  as  Head,  and  Foimtain ;  and  through  all  by  the 
^*  Word ;  and  in  all  by  tl^  Holy  Spirit.'*  You,  by  put- 
ting in  he  in  one  place,  and  his  twice,  have  endeavoured 
to  pervert  the  author's  true  meaning ;  as  if  Athanasius 
had  been  speaking  of  the  Father  all  the  way,  when  the 
one  God  is  his  subject,  and  he  is  showing  how  the  one 
God  is  considered  in  the  several  Persons  of  Father,  Son, 
and  Holy  Ghost. 

What  you  have  farther  in  page  40,  41.  betrays  either 

^  vlTH  itZf  stmrh^^  i$  •^  lutttfut  Xiytt,  H^pp.  {T.  14. 
«  Unus  omnia,  dtim  ex  uno  omnia,  per  substantis  sdHoet  naitateiii^  Ttr- 
tuU,  contr,  Prax,  c  2. 
Pater  tota  substantia  estj  Filius  vero  derivatio  etportio  totius.  IHd.  e,  9. 
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sudi  strange  eonfusion  of  thov^hty  or  such  a  peculiar 
talent  at  misr^resenting,  that  I  hardly  know  what  to  say 
to  it.    But  I  must  make  some  short  strictures  upon  it.    I 
had  said,  som^  texts  are  meant  of  Christ  as  Medialor; 
upon  which  you  gravely  tell  me,  that  the  one  Mediator  is 
tiot  a  part  of  Christ,  but  the  same  Christy  the  ^ame  Person 
incarnate^  and  Mediator  in  respect  of  both  natures.  I  bop& 
yoii  -will  remember  this,  when  we  come  to  speak  of  fntf- 
citd/oriar  worship,  which  by  this  account  will  appear  t6 
be  strictly,  dwine  worship;  since  a  Mediator  is  God,  as 
wdl  as  ^an^\  But  that  by  the  way.    I  must  however  ob- 
serve, that  a  Mediator  is  considered  two  ways,  by  nature 
orhfcfficey  as  the  Fathers  4istii<guiah.    He  is  Mediator 
hy'dature,  ks  partaking  of  both  natures,  divine  and  Unman  ^ 
imd  Mediator  by  offite,  as  tratisacting  matters  between 
God  and  man*    The  submitting  to  this  office  is  a  great 
kibtance  (tf  the  Son^s  condescension;  and  if  any  low  things 
be  said  of  him  considered  as  executing  an  inferior  office, 
TolantarUy  undertaken,  they  affect  not  his  real  inherent 
dighily,. or  \ns  essential  equality  in  all  things  whlv  the 
Father.    It  is  not  that  be  is  really  a  servant,  or  subject, 
under  the  Father' ^dominion;  but  that  he  has  been  pleased 
to  take  upon  him  a  ministerial  part:  so  that  now  you 
H»y  see  how  little  pertinence  or  sense  there  is  in  your 
wide  and  loose  talk  (p.  41.)  about  two  Persons  in  Christy 
and  about  Cerinthus,  or  whatever  else  came  into  your 
headf  to  ^ve  you  a  handle  to  fill  your  margin  with 
Btrafige,  frightfiil,  impertinent  quotations,  to  prejudice 
vreak  readers. 

Your  43d,  44th,  and  45th  pages,  containing  little  but 
decldmation,  I  pass  over :  when  you  have  any  thing  that 
l€Xjks  Mke  serious  reasoning,  I  will  attend  you. 

.  I  have,  I  hope,  sufficiently  made  it  appear,  that  the 
texts  whidi  you  brought  to  exclude  the  Son,  prove  no- 
thing like  it  f  as  I  before  showed,  that  you  could  not 
answer  thd  tekts  aUeg^ed  to  prove  the  contrary.  I 
should  now  be  willing  to  go  regularly  on  to  antiquity, 
after  the  method  laid  down  above.    But  in  your  25th 
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page,  you  have  thrown  some  metaphysical  jargon  in  my 
way,  and  of  which  you  are  so  confident  as  to  say,  that  un- 
less I  can  reply  to  it,  *^  all  other  things  are  to  no  purpose." 
This  is  the  man  that  builds  nothing  upon  metaphysics^ 
Indeed,  I  cannot  but  wonder  at  your  unaccountable  con- 
duct, in  this  controversy.     If  you  really  think  the  received 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity  to  be  absurd  in  itself,  and  there- 
fore impossible  to  be  proved,  why  do  you  amuse  us  with 
Scripture  and  Fathers;  as  if  the  stress  of  the  question  Jay 
there,  when,  according  to  you,  it  doth  not  ?  You  should 
rather  have  wrote  a  philosophical  dissertation  to  show, 
that  the  notion  itself  is  contradictory,  and  such  as  no 
Scripture  or  Fathers  can  prove.    This  is  really  your  mean- 
ing.   And  as  the  first  question  always  is,  whether  a  thing 
be  possible,  and  next  whether  it  be  true;  you  should  have 
begun  with  the  point  of  the  possibility^  without  meddling 
at  all  with  Scripture  or  Fathers:  which  are  impertinently 
brought  in,  while  the  question  of  the  possibility  remains 
in  suspense.     But  if  you  resolve  to  put  the  cause  upon 
Scripture  and  Fathers,  then  your  metaphysics^  which  relate 
to  the  possibility  of  the  doctiine,  are  very  impertinent,  and 
come  out  of  place :  because  the  possibility  is  to  be  always 
presupposed  before   we  join   issue  upon   Scripture  and 
antiquity.   But  to  leave  you  to  take  your  own  way,  how- 
ever peculiar  or  preposterous,  let  us  examine  a  Ettle  into 
those  marvellous  subtilties,  which  you  lay  such  weight 
lipon.     Your  design  is  to  prove  that  the  same  God  is  and 
must  be  the  same  Person,  and  that  therefore  two  or  more 
Persons  cannot  be  one  God.     If  you  can  make  this  out, 
the  busitiess  is  done  at  once;  and  our  dispute  is  at  an 
end.     Several  ways  have  been  attempted  by  Dr.  Clarke 
before,  which  now  seem  to  be  given  up  as  unsatisfactory. 
It  was  once  a  principle,  a  maxim  with  him,  that  a  person 
is  a  being  J  and  that  two  individual  beings  cannot  be  one 
individual  being.     I  have  heard  no  moife  of  this,  since  thb 
Doctor  has  been  apprised,  that  his  own  AypoMayw  of  the 
divine  substance'  being  extended,,  could  not  stand  with  his 
lamed  maxim ;  every  part  of  that  substance  being  consi-t 
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fjered  as  Beirtgy  and  yet  all  tut  otw  Bem^.  The  Doctor 
however,  And  you,  still  resolve  to  hdd  to  jour  oonchisi&i 
against  the  Trinity;  and  to  seek  fcM*  new  premises^  wbeiw^ 
ever  you  can  find  or  make  them.  After  some  deltbem* 
lion,  comes  out  this  syllogism: 

There  must  be  identkaliiess  of  life^  to  make  the  same 
God. 

But  three  different  Persons  camiot  have  ideniicalness  e( 
life. 

Therefore  three  diff^emt  Persons  camiot  he  the  same 
God. 

This  afterikought,  which  has  took  you  up  ^Q  nluch 
time  and  pains,  is  at  Jen^h  good  for  nothing;  except  it 
be  to  set  weak  persons  a  musing  upon  the  new  things 
called  identical  Itfe^  Whatever  it  be,  you  might  as  well 
have  formed  twenty  syllogisms  as  one,  and  all  of  the  s^me 
value.  For  you  might  have  argued,  that  three  persons 
ftannot  have  iderHioalness  of  power,  or  ideHthalneis  of  ttnUf 
Or  identicalness  of  wisdom ;  or,  to  say  aU  in  a  word,  ideri'^ 
ticalness  oS^sence,  jn^hich  includes  every  thing.  JBtit  when 
you  have  done  your  utipost^tbe  main  quei^tion,  viz.  what 
is  or  is  not  identical^  stands  just  where  it  did,  land  you  are 
not  advanced  a  tittle  farther  than  before,  Th^r^e  is  the 
Bame  rule  for  tife^  and  for  every. thing  e]$e  yo^  t»ae  in- 
vent, as  there  is  for  the  essence.  The  life  is  4:ommon  to  aU 
the  Persons,  as  the  essence  is ;  and  it  is  identical  in  afi, 
y  just  as  the  essence  is  identical.  So  much  for  syUogism  : 
pity  it  could  be  00  more  serNJCcable,  in  a  case  of  ejc- 
tremity. 

You  are,  often  puzzling  ycmr  reader^  aod  youfs^,  upon 
a  very  abstnwe  and  intricate  question;  whether  any  iUf^ 
or  what,  can  make  two  persons  or  more  <me  God.  The 
short  <^  the  case  is  this ;  the  Christian  Charcbei  hive 
oollected  &om  ScriptureytluLt  three  Persons  are  one  Godr 

y  Propter  iinam  eandemque  natan|m>  atquc  inseparahUem  vUam,  ipsaTri- 
nitas— — inteliigitur  unu»  Dominus  ©emi  noster.  August,  Epkt  x.  md  Max. 
p.«OS.        .  ^  V  • 

VOL.  III.  F 
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and  believing  the  thing  to  he  fact,  they  have,  according 
to  the  best  nf  their  judgment,  respked  the  Unity  into 
cansubsiantiality,  inseparability y  and  Unity  ot  origination  ; 
finding,  (or  at  least  believing  that  they  had  found,)  that 
Scripture  had  also  signified  the  three  things  now  men- 
tioned. This  account  appears  as  probable  as  any ;  neither 
perhaps  can  human  wit  invent  any  thing  beyond  it.  But 
still  it  must  be  said,  that  little  ckpends^  upon  stating  the 
manner  how  the  three  Persons  are  conceived  to  be  one 
God:  the  fact  is  the  one  material  point.  If  Scripture  really 
makes  them  expressly,  or  by  necessary  consequence,  one 
God;  I  know  not  what  men  have  to  do  to  dilute  about 
intetligent  agents,  and  identical  Kvesy  tfc.  as  if  they  under* 
stood  better,  than  God  himself  does,  what  one  God  b;  or 
as  if  philosophy  were  to  direct  what  shall  or  shall  not  be 
Tritheism.  Jews,  and  Pagans,  and  Heretics  of  several  de- 
nominations, have  often  charged  the  Christian  and  Catho- 
Kc  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  with  TritheiAn.  The  Fathers 
of  the  Church  have  as  constantly  denied  the  charge;  giv- 
ing such  reasons  as  I  have  mentioned,  why  it  is  not,  and 
therefore  should  not  be  eallft,  Tritheism.  One  general 
reason  might  have  sufficed  for  idl,  viz.  That  the  Unity  of 
the  Trinity  is  too  strict  and  close  to  admit  of  the  name 
or  nodonr  of  Tritheism.  This  is  ending  the  dispute  at 
once,  without  ferther  inquiry  into  the  nature  of  that  Unity  ^ 
unless  the  adversary  can  show  (which  is  impossible)  that 
no  Unity  whatever  can  be  sufficient  to  make  more  Per- 
sons than^  one,  one  Being,  one  Substance^  one  God,  If  we 
are  to  build  our  faith  on  Scripture,  such  an  Unity  there 
may  be,  because  there  really  is.^  Philosophy ,  falsely  to 
called,  may  reclaim  agsunst  it;  but  having  no  certain 
principle  of  reason  to  go  upon,  no  rule  whereby  to  jxidge, 
whether  the  one  God  be  one  Person  or  mc^e ;  it  ia  evi- 
dent, that  this  point  mtist  at  length  be  determined  by 
Scripture  alone;  and  that  must  be  the  true  Unity  of  the 
Godhead,  which  Scripture  (according  to  its  roost  reason- 
able and  natural  construction)  has  given  us  for  such. 
But  it  is  high  time  now  to  come  to  antiquity  ;  which 
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has  been  so  long  staved  off^  and  yet  must  make  a  great 
part  of  our  discourse  under  this  Query.  1  shaped  out  my 
method  into  four  particulars^  which  may  be  seen  above. 

I.  The  first  particular  is,  that  the  ancients  have  jfi  ac- 
counting for  the  texts  relating  to  the  Unity ,  declared  tLeir 
judgo^ent^  that  idols  only,  or  other  Gods,  are  thereby  ea> 
eluded,  and  not  God  the  Son. 

I  cited  Irenseus  for  this  purpose,  where  he  says,  that 
the  holy  Scriptures  declare,  thatithe  alone  God,  excluding 
others,  made  all  things  by  his  Wbrd^.  That  is,  other  Qpd$ 
are  excluded,  not  God  the  Son,  who  is  not  another  God, 
according  to  Irenleus;  as  we  shall  see.  under  the  next 
artide.  I  observed  farther,  that  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost 
are  the  very  selfol  the  Father,  according  to  Irenieus;  as 
the  Father  is  also  the  self^  of  them :  wherefore  it  can 
.never  be  imagined  that  either  of  theni  is  excluded  from 
the  one  God. 

Let  us  go  on  to  Clemens  <^  Alexandria,  who  frequently 
teaches  the  same  thing.  He  says,  tbat  ^^  the  Father  of  all 
*^  things  is  alone  perfect;'*  immediately  adding^ "for  in 
*'  him  is  the  Son,  and  in  the  Son  the  Father^.'*  This 
writer  could  never  believe,  that  the  exclusive  terms  were 
intended  in  opposition  to  God  the  Son.  In  another  place, 
be  says,  *^  he  that  is  the  alone  God,  is  also  the  alone  just:" 
and  soon  after  adds,  that  *^  he,  (the  Father)  considered  as 
'^  Father,  is  called  that  only  which  he  is,  good;  but  as  the 
**  Son,  who  is  his  Word,  is  in  the  Father,  he  is  styled 
'*  just,  on  account  of  the  mutual  relation  to  each  other<^.*' 

*  UnWenae  ScriptonB— -^mmm  et  solam  Deom^  ad  ezcludendos  aKo», 
pnoficent  omi4s  itdate  per  Terl^iiiii  •nam,  &c.  Irm,  Hb.  U.  cap.  27.  p.  155. 

*  Si  eaim  existens  in  Patre  oogvMsdt,  Imiic  in  qno  est,  hoc  est  temH^Mtim, 
nonignoret. /rcK»p.  139. 

Fedt  ea  per  nrnet^mtm,  hoc  est  per  PWbitm  ct  S(qnentiam  saam.  p.  1<»3. 

Fecit  ea  per  aemei^^tum:  hoc  est  per  Ferbum  et  St^pienHam  suam.  Adest 
emm  ei  semper  Verlram  et  Sapientia,  FUims  et  i^^tus,  per  qnos  et  in  quibus 
omnia  libere  et  sponte  fedt  p.  253. 

umlfTftufi  irw«^^.  Clem.  Jlex.  p.  129. 

c  Avrif  /iMN#  itt  ^m^  %&}  iituuit  Irst  i  uirk  »ai  fum i*«f^«  (^^  ^arhf 
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A  few  pa^8  lower,  he  bbsems  Aat  ^  no  one  is  good) 
«  but  the  FatheV;'*  adding  preicndy  tftcr^  *at « the  God 
^*  of  tbe  nniversb  is  one  only,  good,  just,  Gv^ator,  the  Stm 
^"^  in  ike  Father,  to  whom  be  glory^>  kJb."  What  a 
^trati^r  itiuM  Clemens  have  been  to  your  novel  dKvinity, 
wherd>y  you  wotdd  hxchde  the  Bon  hom  being  mie  Ood 
with  the  Father  ? 

TertuHian^s  doctrine  in  this  point  is  very  i^ell  kno^ni, 
and  Ifhat  be  expressly  interprets  the  excisme  temtis  il» 
dp|>08ttiOn  to  idols  only,  or  false  Gods,  or  o/Atr  Gods;  not 
io  God  the  Son,  who  is  not  another  Ood«.  And  tfo  now 
I  may  tk)in^  to  the  proof  of  my  second  artlck^ 

9*  That  the  anciehts^  al^rays  declared  against  ^admildtig 
another  God^  and  denied  constantly  that  the  Son  was  «M^ 
Uher  Ood. 

Justifa  Mr  in  his  Dialogue  with  Trypho  f,  declares,  that 
there  nerer  was  nor  will  be  (i^Xo^  G§o$)  anoiker  Chd  bo- 
sides  the  Maker  of  die  viniv^se.  And  in  a  IVagment  dted 
1)y  IrerafeuSy^he  says,he  coald  hot  have  given  credit  eveh 
to  cftr  Lord  Inm^fy  had  he  pi^eacbed  up  any  other  G6d 
(iUXov'e^^)  besides  tte  Creator  e. 

ironeus  is  very  express  to  the  same  purple  in  moie 
{daces  than  oneydeciarii^  agaklst  bdmittii^  aaotherOoA^^ 

fiuttUi  iyet^cf  Jit  sA^i  fii^mt  tirn  niKXfirmtkym^Uf  ka^l  }^  iHf,  At  t  >^iyt  «^f^ 

p.  140, 

d  OvSf^s  kym^is  **  /mi  i  vrmtJi^  mvrS  MmrmfmU  T«  «»»  ^vfttrdfrmp  ^v  tfm 
fMfn  iiviu,  mya^oVf  l/jMUfy^  %ifu»v^if,  mm  lir  r««^),  f  n  ^iff  ckc.  Ctsm.  JthXL^ 
p.  142. 

«  Setf  my  Deftodt^  vtrf.i.  p.  17, 18*^      ' 

ftaqii«  pnster  iemt^tmi  non  coe  alian  Denas;  IkMT  jtewpter  idoiirfatrfl^ 
latti^iwKgwtww  qilam  hmeHt:  etiai*  pMOplnr  httfHktf  ^af  Bieii  ntftiomec^ 
moftiftifi,  itft  et  ipsi  twr^  idola  fabricantur,  id  W^  tSfaam  Detun,  et  idiMiv 
OiHjtuB.  Tert^c^nir,  Ppox.  ckp.  1». 

^  Jini.  M*  Dfad.  p.  34.  ed.  Jeb.  See  thwexpli^iKd  al^Boft  te  oiy  Riply  t«> 
]>.  WiiiAy,  IX.  1.  &c  ▼*!.  vi 

t  Just  M.  Fragm.  p.  408.  ed.  Jeb. 

^  JU^ntki  Demn,  ^»ter  enm  qai  est,  tioaJt^vMrnns^  -^hrem.  p.  19$^^ 

Alttrum  Deum  mTnime  posslds  cMitftnder?,  y,  157. 

Nee  tunc  qiiidem  oip6rtayL<ff*erum  Dmtm  auaimtiati,  p.  233*^ 
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4qdif  yQu  wo^ld  t^iow^  ^w  then  he  cpuld  coriwtenjtty 
^mit  another  Perspi^  to  be  Godi  b^si4^s  the  Father ;  b^ 
Kill  tell  yoU|  as  before  «e^,  tba):  the  Soq  i?  co^tid^red  af 
tl^  yery  seffof  the  Father,  aQ4  th^t  th^  are  not  unother 
IK14  aw f her  God  L 

TertuUian !»  another  voucher  of  the^aipe  thiqg*  "  ThfJr^ 
'^is/'  say?  he,  ^<  ppe  God,  thQ  F^th^r ;  aud  tbfr§  W  »PW 
"  igitb^r  besides  hjin.  Py  which  be  dp^s  pot  w^^^  to 
f'  exclude  the  Son,  bi^  aether  Gqdi  npw  the  jSpa  is  not 
f^  motksr  beside?  tb^  Father  ^." 

.  Orig^  f hall  b^  9«r  ra^ni^  evidenpe ;  who  m  hU  fanaou* 
juece  againft  ^eUu^j^  (th?  nf^Q^t  to  b^  depcpde4  on,  both 
for  the  uncprruptoess  ^  lh,Q  cppies,  and  the  accuracy  of 
the  tbougbts  coi)tai»ed  u^  it,)  d(^s  ip  a  yj^ry  reiparkable 
fpanner  teach  th^  fame  doctrine. 

He  having  charged  his  adversary  with  the  worship,  not 
of  one  Gqd,  but  of  Qo^  ^ ,  (N.  B.)  thppgh  all  tb«  wfei^QT 
deities  were  ^upppsed  ^ihordina^e  to  Qi^  8i;preipe,  con^ep 
^ftjcrwards  to  answer  tb^  like  charge,  retorted  by  C^Uap  ^i 
the  charge  of  worshjpjung  «XMv  {^>m)y  anptbipr  Gpd,  bfK 
si4f?s  the  one  supreme  God.  Now,  hpw  dQe§  Orige^ 
^mswer  it  ?  Plainly,  by  denying  the  faofe  that  th^  Chris* 
tians  did  worship  ^Mov,  another^  (i.  e*  Gorf?)  bepijdeg  tbf 
Qpd  of  thfB  universe.  His  reaaon  is,  heoaupe  Fa^b^  aoti 
JSqn  are  one^.    Th}s  was  the  oaly  way  he  bad  tP  get  pff 

'  Non  ergo  oiiic^  «rat  qui  cogqo^c^it^atur^  ^  o^iiM  q\ii  dicpl>4t|  no^^  PfifVk^ 
icitpatjr^my  sed  unus  et  ideniy  omnia  spbjiciente  ci  Patre,  et  ab  oipnibu^  ao- 
cSpiens  testimonram,  quoniam  vcre  homo,  et  vere  Deus,  &c.  p-  235.  Vid, 

FUhjm  negat,  sed  dUum  Deom.  Csterum  alius  a  Patre  Filing  non  est  Tert. 

^iAf/#is  l^r^e  »•«?,  Qrig.  <mtr.  Cel§.  p.  ^. 

M^r  iip^2  r«  w?  «^j  iHe«^«|i»  ¥ff^  m  #"'«•  w  .^w  if  m  f *  ♦y^  ^  *"«  ?•  Vi***"' «« 
m»4*^^niit  tH^  «f^9  ^$^^t¥m  *»^  «•««•  ff <  <rV'  ^»».  N.  B.  Alter  •■U**  muft 
be  Understood  ^w;  Jqr  Qfi^pA  C(»J4  UPt  Fl«*eild  ta  any,  tHt  tlip  Chris^wip 
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the  charge  of  worshipping  another  God,  besides  the  Fa^ 
ther,  by  taking  both  into  one,  and  considering  both  as 
one  in  the  worship.  Wherefore  he  concludes,  a  little 
Hfter,  "  we  therefore  worship,  as  before  said,  one  God,  the 
'^  Father  and  the  Son/'  This  was  Origen's  resolution  of 
the  grand  point  in  debate,  between  Christians  and  Pagans^ 
as  to  the  charge  of  Poly  theism  ;  in  answer  to  one  of  the 
sharpest  adversaries  the  Christians  ever  had,  in  a  solemn 
and  accurate  treatise,  wrote  in  the  name  and  in  defence  of 
the  Church,  wrote  by  the  author  then  above  sixty  years 
old;  and  (as  critics  now  agree)  after  he  had  been  ad- 
hionished  by  Fabian  of  Rome,  for  his  want  of  caution  at 
other  times,  and  therefore  was  the  more  likely  to  keep 
strictly  up  to  the  sense  of  the  Church,  in  an  article  espe- 
cially of  so  momentous  importance.  He  did  not  pretend 
that  a  subordinate  God,  purely  because  subordinate,  would 
not  be  another  God,  or  would  not  make  two  Gods:  the 
Pagans,  in  that  silly  way,  might  have  cleared  themselves 
of  the  charge  of  Polytheism  ;  as  Origen  well  knew.  He 
did  n6t  pretend  to  say,  that  the  Father  only  was  God,  be- 
cause God  in  a  high  sense,  (which  the  Pagans  could  also 
have  said  of  their  one  supreme  God,  and  so  have  got  clear 
of  Polytheism,)  but  he  answered  upon  the  true  and  stand* 
ing  principles  of  the  Christian  Church,  that  Father  and 
Son  were  one  God,  and  the  Son  riot  another  God.  This 
acquitted  the  Christians  of  Polytheism,  and  left  the  charge 
fixed  and  unremovable  upon  the  Pagans. 

We  haye  seen  then  that  the  ancients  never  would  own 
another  God,  that  they  constantly  declared  against  it; 
and  even  in  the  particular  case  of  God  the  Son.    It  is  to 

worshipped  no  other  Person^  besides  the  Father,  (when  immediateljr  after  he 
tiWDS,  that  they  worshipped  both  Father  and  Son,)  hut  only  that  they  wor- 
shipped not  amther  God;  Son  and  Father  being  one  God,  as  he  also  in  the 
lame  place  expressly  asserts. 

I  may  here  add  a  passage  out  of  the  Acts  of  Pionins'g  Martyrdom;  which 
hare  the  appearance  of  being  tme  and  gennine. 

P^rfemon,  (rogat,)  Qnem  Deom  oolis  ?  Respondet,  (Asdepiades,)  Christum. 
Polemon.  Quid  ergo  ?  Iste  aUer  est  ?  Respondit :  Non ;  sed  ipM  quern  et  ipai 
^anlo  fitt  confBsn  siint.  JSttmarl.  Jet.  Mtrtifr,  p.  144. 
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the  same  purpose,  that  they  as  constantly  ifcnied  two 
GodsyOT  three  Gods:  as  may  appear  from  many  testis 
monies :  which  being  well  known,  I  shall  only  refer  to 
one  or  two  in  the  margin  ^w  Nay,  it  was  a  principle 
80  fixed  and  rivetted  in  the  heart  of  every  pious  Chris- 
tian, diat  they  would  rather  have  died  than  have  ever 
admitted  Gods^  or  Lords ;  as  is  plainly  intimated  by  Ter- 
tulKan  P. 

Hitherto,  perhaps  you  tell  me,  that  you  and  the  ancients 
can  agree,  (that  is,  in  tvordsy)  for  neither  do  you  assert 
another  God,  or  another  Lord,  nor  tu/o  Gods^  or  iwo 
Lords.  To  which  I  answer,  that  as  to  another  Lord,  you 
have  said  it  in  terms :  and  by  necessary  consequence,  you 
assert  another  God;  yea,  two  Gods^  ^nd  two  Lords^  Nor 
have  I  ever  met  with  a  more  deplorable  example  of  self- 
contradiction,  and  resolute  opposition  to  the  most  evident 
truth,  than  your  pretending  that  Father  and  Son  are  not 
two  Godsy  while  you  affirm  each  to  be  a  God,  and  deny 
their  being  both  together  one  God.  But  we  will  go  on 
irith  the  ancients ;  who,  like  wise  and  honest  men,  as  they 
would  not  admit  another  God,  or  iufo  Gods,  so,  consistent- 
ly with  themselves, 

3.  They  as  constantly  taught,  that  Father  and  Son 
were  one  God,  or  the  same  God:  and  thus  they  settled 
that  grand  article  of  the  Christian  faith.  I  will  show  this 
plainly  by  clear  and  express  evidence,  and  shall  answer 
yowc  exceptions  to  every  writer,  as  t  go  along.  I  have, 
^  some  measure,  anticipated  myself  upon  this  head,  in 
my  Sermons  %  and  elsewhere :  and  therefore  shall  some- 
times content  myself  with  references.    Let  us  take  the 

*  E4  H  4Z9  i  Xiyn  it(9§  rep  &f •»,  Si«f  £9,  r*  tSv  pti^4iit  iw  m  )m  Xiytt*  Buif  ; 
)m  ^b  0VM  l^a  ^t§vt,  «AA*  If  tm,  ir^U^nra  21  2v«  &c,  Hipp,  contr,  JVoii,  p.  15. 
V!d.  Epift.  S3mod.  Antioch.  contr.  Samosat  Labb€  torn.  i.  p.  845. 

^  CBtenun  si  oonscientia  nostra,  qu4  admus  Dei  nomen  et  Vommi,  et 
Patri,  et  FiUo,  et  Spiritid  Sancto  conveiiure,  Deot  et  Dominos  vominaremus; 
ettinriaaemns  faces  nostras,  etiam  ad  martjrrla  timi^ionM,  .qnibiis  eradandi 
qftoque  pKlei^  oecasio;  Juranlibiur  statim  per  Dfot  et  Dondtwt,  ut  qm4«n 
hmttddf  qnornm  DUplures.  T^fmU.  eotUr,  Prwp*  cap..  ^3^ 

«  See  mj  Sermons^  vol.  ii.  p.  180,  &c 
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auttiors  in  order  of  time,  fixing  also  the  time  c^  thdr 
writings  according  to  the  latent  and  best  accounts* 

A.  D.  145,  Justin  Martyr. 

As  to  Justin  Martyr,  I  do  not  here  produce  him  as  one^ 
who,  in  express  terms,  has  ever  styled  Father  and  Son 
one  God.  But  that  he  beHeved  the  thing  may  be  made 
out  two  ways.  i.  As  he  declares  for  the  worship  of  God 
ahne,  at  the  same  time  admittii^  the  worship  of  all  the 
three  Persons :  which  is  implicitly  tncludi^  all  the  three 
in  the  alone  God.  (The  pretenoe  of  inferior  worship  shall 
be  answered  in  its  {dace.)  2.  As  declaring  that  God  the 
Son  is  not  another  God,  besides  the  Maker  of  all  things, 
(that  is  the  Father,)  as  hath  been  remsUrked  above  ^.  You 
have  some  things  to  object  to  what  t  produce  from  Justin> 
under  another  article :  and  there  I  shall  consider  them  a» 
I  come  to  them. 

A.  D.  170.  LuciAN,  a  Pagan  writer. 

The  famous  testimony  out  of  Lucian's  Dialogue,  in- 
scribed 4>iXwraTfif,  I  produced  in  my  eighth  Sermon «,  to 
prove  that,  at  that  time,  the  Christians  believed  three  in 
one,  and  one  in  three,  Farther,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghosts  one 
God  supreme.  It  is  so  noted  a  testimony  that  I  need  not 
b4re  repeat  it. 

There  has  been  some  doubt,  as  I  intimated  ip  my  Ser- 
,mons^  whether  Lucjan  was  the  author  of  the  Dialogue; 
but  all  agree,  that  it  was  either  Lucian  himself,  or  a  co$i^ 
temporary,  if  not  a  more  ancient  writer^;  which  serves 
our  purpose  as  well. 

A.D.  177.  Athenagoras. 
I  produced  also^  in  my  Sermons  ^,  this  ancient  and  ex* 

^  See  mj  Answer  to  Dr.  WUtby,  IX.  1.  &c.  toI.  ii. 
•  Sermon  ▼iii.  vol.  ii.  p.  181,  &c. 

t  ^d.  Bon.  Def.  F.  p.  73.  Jad.  32.  Fabrleios  Bibl.  Gnec  Ub.  vr,  eap.  16. 
p.  504.  and  Le  Meyne,  Varla  6acr.  ykA.  ii.  p.  187,  . 
*»  Sermon  viii.  voL  ii.  p.  181. 
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cdtent  writer^  a?  a  voucher  for  the  truth  of  this  doctrine, 
that  Father  aod  Son  are  one  God.  r«ball  not  repeat  what  I 
there  yaid,  or  in  my  Defence,  vol.  L  p.  i8, 19.  but  referring 
the  reader  thkher,  shall  proceed  to  answer  your  objec- 
tioog.  You  begin  with  lessening  the  credit  of  the  author, 
^p.  105.)  as  being  "  full  of  very  obscure  notions ;"  a  cha* 
racter  you  would  give  to  any  writer  that  is  full  of  the 
doctrine  of  a  coeUfrnol  and  consubstaniial  Trinity.  You 
object,  that  ^^  he  describes  this  very  doctrine  in  a  way  di^ 
*'  rectly  condemned  by  Justin  Martyr,  and  even  by  Atha* 
f^nasius  himself,  for  Gnostic  or  Sabellian;  making  the 
^<  Holy  Ghost  an  emanation,  like  a  ray  shot  forth  from 
^'  the  sun,  flowing  from  it,  and  returning  to  it."  But 
Athenagoras's  doctrine  is  bx  from  being  the  same  with 
that  which  Justin  condemns.  He  always  speaks  of  the 
Son  and  Holy  Ghost  as  raa/  and  permanent y  not  as  the 
heretics  in  Justin  did,  who  supposed  them  to  be  dissolved^ 
and'-in  a  noanner  extinct^.  And  Athenagoras  did  not  teach 
a  nominal  distinction  only  of  the  Persons,  but  a  real  dis^ 
Unction  of  order  Y'y  which  is  directiy  opposite  to  the  tenets 
of  those  heretics  described  in  Justin.  Athenagoras  always 
speaks  of  the  Spirit  as  umted  with  the  Father  and  the 
Son :  and  as  he  took  the  Father  and  Son  for  real  Persons, 
he  must  of  consequence  think  the  same  of  the  liohf  Spi^ 
fit;  so  that  there  is  little  or  no  resemblance  between  the 
two  notions.  Besides  that,  if  you  had  carefully  observed 
the  passs^e  on  which  you  ground  your  remark,  you 
mi^t  have  perceived  that  nothing  more  is  meant,  thaa! 
that  the  Spirit  was  sometimes  sent  to  the  Prophets^  and 
again  returned  to  him  that  sent  him.  As  to  the  use  of 
the  word  oiro/^^ia,  and  the  doctrine  of  emanation,  it  was 


>  Justin.  M.  Dial  p.  102,  372.  J(^. 
p.  28. 

\»^miin  w^t^viwii  Siytmt  mtufut  iitiffimit  ttnu  ftifuf  rS  ^$¥,  iw9^fi»9,  ttms  hem- 
rJiy  U  9f  ri^«  \m*^n,  p.  40.  Vid.  p.  46,  96. 
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neither  simply  approved  nor  condemned  in  the  Christian 
Churchy  but  according  as  it  was  understood ;  just  as  «rpo- 
6dX^,  or  prolaiiof  was  condemned  by  Irensus  and  Tertul- 
lian  in  one  sense^  admitted  in  another :  and  as  the  notion 
of  a  kiyog  ivitoAwros;  or  xpo^gixo;,  was  either  approved  or 
condemned^  according  to  its  various  construction  and  ac- 
ceptation ;  as  I  have  remarked  in  my  first  Sermon  *.  You 
find  fault  with  my  construction  of  tooufwv  yap  xeii  vlov  row 
0500.  For  we  understand^  or  tacitly  include,  God*s  Son  also, 
in  God  before  spoken  of*.  That  this  is  the  true  meaning, 
I  prove  first  from  the  words  immediately  preceding.  Athe- 
nagoras  having  declared,  that  the  Christians  could  not  be 
atkeistSy  because  they  acknowledged  one  God,  who  had 
made,  adorned,  and  preserved  the  universe  by  his  Logos, 
or  IVord^  immediately  adds,  vowfjuv  y«j  xa)  ufov  rw  &€ov, 
referring  to  the  Xoyog  he  had  just  before  mentioned,  as 
contained  in  Godj  that  did  all  things  by  him.  ' 

a.  This  sense  is  also  confirmed  by  what  follows  5  where 
he  says,  **  Father  and  Son  are  one ;  the  Son  being  in  the 
**  Father,  and  the  Father  in  the  Son,  ly  the  Unity  and 
^*  power  of  the  Spirit  ^.'* 

3.  The  same  thing  is  farther  proved  from  Athenago- 
ras's  joining  (when  he  is  again  answering  the  charge  of 
atheism)  Father  and  Son  together :  and  as  before  he  had 
the  phrase  of  ©eov  iyavr^,  speaking  of  the  Father  singly, 
now  he  applies  the  same  phrase  to  both  ^. 

4.  I  farther  vindicated  this  construction,  in  my  De- 
fence, vol.  i.  p.  19.  by  parallel  expressions  of  Athanasius 
and  Tertullian:  wherefore,  I  conceive,  it  may  still  stand. 

But,  though  you  seem  to  allow  that  Athenagoras  com- 

*  Sermon  i.  vol.  ii.  p.  5,  6. 

rtUf  ^i«»  iyivng  UavZs  C*i  2i^M»r«i*  mv/ki v  yu^  »•)  uiU  tw  Smv,  ftc 

b  *£yo#  Xrrt  rir  iriec^«f  tuti  rS  viSr  «W«f  ^  t5  wv  Iv  <r«t^),  »mi  wmr^  ^'^^y  ^>** 

mrtf  nmi  ^vm^u  wnv/imr0Sf  p.  38. 

«  Oim  l^fUf  M^i^  Sm»  jfytimr  r§»  w§tnrn9  rtSh  rtS  «mtrif,  $tmi  riv  wHk^  mbrm 

>i>««*  ^tit  not  5rW.  * 

''  We  are  not  aibdsts,  inasmiidi  as  we  reoeife  the  Maker  of  die  woi^  as 

<«  God,  and  also  his  ^P?»r<f." 
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prebends  both  in  one  God,  yet  you  say,  he  does  **  not  do 
^^  comprehend  both  in  the  one  God,  as  that  one  is  as 
"  much  the  one  supreme  God  as  the  other  :'*  which  ^I 
cannot  make  «ense  of.  "  Nor  does  he/'  say  you,  "  any 
**  where  suppose  the  Son,  as  such^  but  only  the  internal 
"  Reason  of  the  Father,  to  be  k^o^j  eternal/'  But  if  Rea- 
^ttm  or  Wisdom  be  only  a  different  name  of  the  same  Per- 
son, the  Person  of  the  Son,  considered  in  different  cir* 
cumstances,  and  at  different  times,  (a^s  Bishop  Bull  had 
fully  demonstrated,)  then  the  Son  is  aiSio;  according  to 
this  writer.  ^^  On  the  contrary,*'  you  say,  *^  that  Athe- 
^*  nagoras  expressly  affirms  the  unbegotten  God  alone  to 
**  be  eternal.*'  But  the  reading  there  should  be  ^ewjTOf, 
with  single  v,  as  I  shall  show  hereafter,  and  in  the  one 
unmade^  or  necessary  existing  God,  is  contained'  God  the 
JVord^. 

You  go  on,  (p.  108.)  to  charge  Athenagoras  with  the 
ricUculous  notion  of  the  Son's  being  nothing  (before  his 
generation)  but  the  Father's  internal  Reason ;  that  is,  no- 
thing but  an  attribute.  I  hope  you  do  not  expect  an 
answer  to  these  pretences,  so  long  as  Bishop  Bull's  con- 
futation of  them  stands  untouched.  The  English  reader 
may  see  what  is  sufficient  on  that  head,  in  my  Defence^ 
and  Sermons  ^  Bishop  Bull,  you  say,  acknowledges  Athe- 
nagoras meant  that  the  ^^  Son  is  the  same  with  respect  ta 
•*  the  Father,  as  the  internal  reason  is  to  the  mind  of  men/' 
Bishop  Bull  says  no  such  thing.  How  shall  we  trust  you 
in  your  reports  of  the  Fathers^  when  you  scruple  not  to 
misrepresent  even  a  modem  author,  which  is  in  every 
body's  hands  ? 

Bp.  Bull  only  says  s,  that  Athenagoras  meant  that  the 

■  *  "Xlf*  rh  >.iy»fra  uyttfinf,  xa)  irafT^x^dre^at  tiv  irari^,  v»uv  if  rf  iytnir^ 
Moi  r^  frmtr^Kfaro^ty  Kcti  rn  rim  kiyn  xa)  f^^iav,  ijf  nr  irrtv  i  vieg.  jtthaneiS, 
Decret,  Syn,  Nic,  p.  236. 

Oi  ym^  <ri  tuput  rwr»  vet^au^u  rhf  nv  Xcyw  ^vr/y,  eitSk  TeiXtt  to  ayimrn  w^h 
jrh  ttlh  %x*i  ^^  ^fitatti'fiifOf,  i\kk  ir^if  rei  itck  r»v  vUu  ytvifimet.  Ibid,  p.  235. 

•  Defence,  toI.  i.  p.  105,  &c. 

*■  Sermon  tU.  yoI.  ii.  p.  147. 

s  Ita  nt  FiUm  Dd  intelH^tur  verbum  Patiis,  tpod  ncmpe  se  ha|>eat  ad 
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relation  of  thought  to  mind  resembles  th^  rd^tiod  of  the 
Son  to  the  Father  in  several  resp^cts^  which  he  th^re  mev 
tions.  I  have  said  the  same  thing,  and  ^plaUied  the  re- 
semblance at  large  elsewhere  b.  Aft^  som^  pains  takei 
to'^falsify  and  misrepresent  Athenagor4s>  (which  paiod  hsA 
been  much  better  spent  in  replying  tp  Bp»  BttU>)  yon 
come  at  length  to  charge  me  home  ¥rith  running  cooiHer 
to  Athenagoras's  notion,  in  ^^  two  fundannental  pcunts/'  ) 
must  give  you  the  hearing  in  things  nwiie  trying  tba 
these ;  so  let  us  inquire  what  they  are* 

I.  You  say^  his  notion  oiafces  the  Son's  generation  an 
act,  which  mine  doe«  not.  If  that  will  please  you,  I  wHl 
,  aUow  a  double  act  in  the  Son's  generation,  according  to 
Athenagoras.  One  of  the  Father  in  sending  &)t^  his  Sob, 
another  of  the  Son  in  going  forth ;  vi«.  to  create.  Did  I 
ever  deny  the  ^procession  of  the  Son,  which  Athenagpras 
aad  se^Teral  others  intend  by  generation?  But  I  assert 
eternal  generation,  which  Athenagoras  does  not :  therey 
I  9uppoise>  i^  the  main  difference.  Yet  Athenagbms  ac*- 
knowledge^  the  hiyn  to  have  been  eternally  o^and  in 
the  Father,  and  referred  up  to  him  as  his  head  ai>d  SQurce: 
which  is.  acknowledging  the  selfsame  thu^  which  other 
CathoUc^  intended  by  etfivn^l  generation;  so  that  the  dif- 
ference lies  only  'm  tp^4s$  as  I  before  intimated  in  my 
Deifencei* 

a.  You  say,  that  AthfiRag^)r4#'^  wtfon  ^^  never  supposes 
f^  two  Persons  of  eqoaVy.supn^PP^  aiitborifty  and  worship, 
<^  but  ascribes  every  thing  the  Son  doe^  to  tb^  supreme 
"  apthority  and  will  of  the  Fath^."  But  where  do  y^n* 
learn  that  Athenagoras  ever  excludes  the  Son  iVom  sur 
pTfme  mthority  (properly  so  called)  or  from  supreme  wor^ 
ship  ?  Athenagoras  indeed  is  express^  that  there  is  a  dif- 
ference of  order  among  the  divine  Persons :  but  where  do 

JPatrenii  ut  ad  mentem  bunuuism  verbum  cjm  ioterius,  cgatA  et  iSipirUmit 
est,  minimeqne  per  ae  cadit  in  sengtvi;  e(  pi  ifunt^r^d^  p|x>ce^t,  wumei, 
aec  ab  ea  sejungitur,  &c.  BuO.  p.  203. 

*^  Sennons,  vol.  ii.  p.  3,  &c 
-    4^  D^ence,  vol.i.  p.  Illy  4<^ 
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joa  find  a  difference  erf  dominion  or  ivorshipf  You  c(m\d 
not  have  chose  an  author  more  <fireotly  opposite  to  yo«ir 
sentiments,  or  more  favourable  to  mine,  in  the  very  point 
of  dominion ;  on  Which  you  are  pleased  to  lay  so  much 
stress.  For  Athenagoras^  addressing  himself  to  the  em- 
perors Marcus  Antoninus^  and  his  son  Lucius  Commodud, 
9tyits  them  both  equally  fiiytfot  Avroxfarifooy,  which  I 
might  translate  supreme  Rulers.  And  he  observes,  that 
all  thh^  were  imder  their  common  rule  and  dominion  ^  | 
fod  from  thence  drslws  bis  eonoparison  for  the  illustration 
erf  the  one  cotnfnon  rule  and  government  of  God  the  Far- 
ther and  the  Son;  to  whom,  as  being  inseparable,  alt 
things  hfe  subject.  Is  this  making  the  Father  alone  su« 
pwme  CJovemor  ?  Or  is  it  likely  that  a  Creator  and  crea^ 
fnre  should  be  thus  iamiliar,  and  rule  all  things  equity 
Irtid  in  eomfnon  ?  Where  were  your  thoughts  ?  To  be  short, 
til  that  you  c^n  possibly  extract  out  of  Athenagoras  \% 
too  more  thto  a  priority  of  ordJery  as  the  Father  is  Head 
ftnd  Fountain  to  which  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  are  re-* 
ferred.  The  domini^nf  the  authority  is  equul^  is  supreme 
b  all:  olrfy  hi  the  Father  pfimariiy,  in  the  other  two  deri-- 
vatively;  the  same  thing  under  a  different  order  and  man-' 
ner.  After  you  had  endeavoured  to  puzzle  and  perplex 
Athenagoras,  you  go  on  (p.  no.)  to  do  the  like  with 
Tatian,  Theophilus,  and  scHue  othera.  I  shall  not  attend 
you  now,  but  proceed  in  my  method.  If  you  have  dropped 
any  thing  that  is  worth  the  notice,  it  shall  be  considered 

Xsyt^ft^S  ^wyytS^MU^^x**^  ^  Uiirm  %4i)  v^f  i«nr^VM»  fim^tXtim  i(trs{^fnr^  t^ 

«y  ^Uf  »mi  rif  «*«(*  ahrtZ  Xiyf  vt^  vM/tiivf  afit^iff,  irrnvrm  vTTtreMrat.  p.  M. 

**  BeiM«  1  enter  upon  discomrte,  I  beseech  you,  O  ye  greatest  of  Emperors, 
'*  to  'bear  with  me,  while  I  dtfift*  tme  reWoiAigs— — Prom  your  ownselves 
**  yon  may  Ibnn  a  uotioii  of  <he  hetttmifytmfire,  Fdr  ISkt  as  all  things  are 
**  in  suljection  to  yon,  being  Fatiier  and  Son,  (having  received  your  empire 
*«  Atom  above,)  so  also  to  the  Mi«  CMi  and  to  the  ff^ord  who  is  wi&  lum,  con- 
^  riderad  as  a  iSmi  in$ep<irMe,  vit  all  things  suliject"  Vide  JLe  Mojfnty  Va^. 
Sacr,  Not.  et  Observ:  p.  1 W.  , 
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in  a  more  proper  place,  under  Query  VIII.  which  you 
have  often  robbed  to  fill  up  this. 

A.  D.  187.  Iren^us. 

Irenasus  is  the  next  author  cited  to  prove  that  ^*  the 
**  Father  and  the  Son  are  one  God."  He  asserts  it  in 
sense f  and  indirectly  many  ways;  some  of  which  have 
been  hinted  above;  see  also  my  Sermons L  £[e  does  it 
$lso  in  terms  more  than  once°*.  I  must  now  attend  your 
exceptions  to  the  evidencev  To  what  I  had  observed  from 
Irenaeus,  in  my  Defence,  you  say,  (p.  9a-)  ^*The  sense 
**  then  of  Irenaeus,  according  to  you,  is,  the  one  and 
^*/  only  God,  the  Father  and  Son,  made  all  things  by  hi* 
*'  Word,  or  Son :"  No;  but,  if  you  please  to  leave  off  this 
vein  of  cavilling,  (which  is  below  the  character  of  a  grave 
writer,)  the  sense  is  not  that  the  Son  was  included  under 
the  term  Father,  which  undoubtedly  there  stands  for  the 
Person  of  the  Father  singly,  (and  therefore  the  Son  is 
excluded  from  being  the  Person  of  the  Father,)  but  that 
he  is  not  excluded  from  doing  what  the  Father  alone  is 
said  to  do,  or  from  being  God,  though  the  Father  alone  is 

1  Sermon  yiii.  vol.  U.  p.  182,  &c. 

"^  Ita  at  is,  qui  omnia  fecerit,  cum  Verbo  sue  juste  dicatur  T>eu8  et  Domi> 
mis  ftolos.  Iren,  p.  183. 

Qui  igitur  a  prophetis  adorabatnr  Deus  vivns,  hic  est  vivorum  Dens,  et 
Vcrbum  ejus,  qui  et  loquutus  est  Moysi  &c.— Ipse  igitur  Christnt  com 
Patre  vivorum  est  Deus,  qui  loquutus  est  Moysi,  &c  p.  232. 

Propter  hoc  manifestissime  Dominus  ostendit  se  et  Pdtrem  quidem  suis 
discipulis,  ne  scilicet  qusererent  alterum  Deum  praeter  eum  qui  plasmaverit 
faoounem.  p.  311. 

Quoniam  autem  in  ventre  platmai  noB  Verbum  Dei,  &c.  p.  312. 

<<  He  who  made  all  things,  he  alone  with  his  PFord,  is  justly  styled  God 
"  and  Lord. 

<*  He  who  was  adored  as  the  Hving  God  by  the  prophets,  he  is  the  God  of 
^'  the  livingr,  and  his  Word,  who  also  spake  to  Moses,  &c.—— Christ  therev 
*^  fore  himself,  with  the  Father,  is  the  God  of  the  living  that  spake  to  Mo- 
"ses. 

<'  For  this  reason  our  Lord  manifested  both  himself  and  the  Faiher  U^.fais 
*'  disciples,  that  they  niight  not  look  for  any  other  God  but  him  HhtiX/^tmed 
*'  man— —The  fTord  of  God  fomu  tfs  in  the  womb,  &c/' 
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takl  to  be  80;  because  the  exclusive  terms  are  not  in- 
tended in  opposition  to  God  the  Son. 

You  are  often  imposing  this  kind  of  sophistry  upon  us ; 
wherefore  I  would  once  for  all  endeavour  to  show  you 
the  weakness  and  absurdity  of  it,  when  our  Saviour  told 
his  disciples  that  they  had  left  him  alone,  he  did  not  mean 
by  this  to  exclude  the  Father,  but  others :  will  you  there- 
fore  say,  that  Father  and  Son  both  are  meant  by  the  him 
left  alone?  When  our  Saviour  is  said  to  have  a  name 
given  which  no  one  knew  but  himself,  the  Father  is  not 
excluded  by  the  term  ouSi /^*  will  you  therefore  plead  that 
he  is  included  in  the  Person  of  the  Son,  and  that  both  are 
iflie  Person  P  How  ridiculous  is  it,  that  you  cannot  distin- 
guish between  being  not  excluded  with  respect  to  the 
pre£cate  of  a  proposition,  and  being  included  in  the  sub- 
jeci  of  it.  In  this  proposition,  **  The  Father  is  the  only 
"God,"  we  say  the  Son  is  not  excluded:  how?  not 
with  respect  to  the  predicate;  not  from  being  only  God, 
as  well  as  the  Father,  because  the  exclusive  term  affects 
him  not.  But  we  do  not  therefore  say  that  he  is  included 
in  the  subject  of  the  proposition;  or  that  Father  means 
both  Father  and  Son.  So  much  in  answer  to  this  cavil, 
which  had  deserved  no  notice,  but  for  your  so  often  re- 
peating it.  Now  to  return ;  you  pretend  it  absurd  that 
all  things  should  be  made  by  or  through  the  one  supreme 
God.  But  you  have  not  shown  that  all  ministration  is  in- 
consistent with  any  supremacy,  but  a  supremacy  of  order 
or  o^e;  which  I  admit.  What  you  add  from  Irenaeus, 
about  the  Father's  commanding  the  Word,  I  have  an- 
swered in  my  Sermons  ^,  and  shown  it  to  be,  as  under- 
stood by  the  ancients,  directly  opposite  to  your  principles. 
You  are  next  labouring  to  take  off  the  force  of  what  I 
bad  pleaded  in  respect  of  Irenaeus's  making  the  Son  and 
Holy  Ghost  the  self  of  the  Father.  But  this  was  tod 
hard  a  task :  I  will  trust  the  reader  with  what  you  have 
said,  to  compare  it  with  mine ;  and  to  see  if  he  can  make 

•  Serm.  ii.  roL  ii.  p.  42^  &c* 
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sense  of  your  immediate  ohtdienot :  as  if  any  t>ledience^ 
mediate  or  immediate,  were  a  reason  sufiicient  for  styling 
the  Person,  obeying,  one's  self.  You  refer  to  Irenseus® 
atoyipg,  that  ly  the  Son  and  Spirit^  (that  is,  p^er  semet* 
ipsum,  by  himself ^  as  he  says  in  the  same  chapter,)  he 
made  all  things  freely j  and  of  his  own  will.  And  so  he 
well  might,  when  the  Son  and  Spirit  are  so  much  bis  selfy 
as  to  have  but  one  and  the  same  will  with  him.  Others 
might  have  contrary  wiMs :  they  could  not.  You  miscon- 
strue his  next  immediate  words:  he  ** produced,"  you  say, 
**  the  substance  of  tlie  creatures  from  himself^  i.  e.  from 
"  his  own  original  underived  power/'  But  himself  means 
there,  the  Son  and  Spirit 'y  as  is  plain  from  exemplum  fac-- 
torum ;  (which  you  took  care  to  leave  out :)  God  the  Son 
being  the  exemplar  by  which  thihgs  were  formed  P.  And 
Tertullian  may  serve  to  explain  Ircnjeus's  meaning  in  the. 
other  article  <}. 

You  next  tell  us  of  his  citing  a  remarkable  passage  of 
Hermas :  as  if  there  were  any  thing  so  very  remarkable^ 
m  respect  to  our  present  purpose,  in  Hermas*s  saying  that 
there  is  but  one  Gad.  But  Irenaeus,  you  <Ascrve,  adds 
presently  afhr,  that  the  Son  "  receives  the  power  of  all 
^  things  from  him  who  is  the  one  God  the  Father,  iecL" 
And  what  wonder  if  he  Jreceives  all  things  from  him,  from 
whom  he  receives  his  essence^  We  arc  not  inquiring 
whence  the  Son's  power  or  dominion  is,  but  'H^hat  it  isj 


<»  Ipse  est  qmi  per  semetipsiiin  constitoit,  et  elegit,  et  adomaTit,  et  continet 

omma Adest  enim  ei  semper  Verbum  et  Sapientia,  Fillus  et  Spiritas  per 

qttos,  et  in  quibns  omnia  libere  et  ^potxte  fecit.  IiR>.  iv.  cap.  20.  p.  853.  Wd* 
»ril.  D.  F.  p.  87. 

Ad  quos  et  loquitur  dicens,  '*  Faciamus  bominem  nd  imaginem  et  simtlK 
*<  tudinem  nostram  ;*'  ipse  a  setnetipso  tubstantiam  creaturanun,  et  exem« 
plum  factorum,  et  figuram  in  mundo  ornamentorum  acdpieas.  Jtbid.  p.  253. 

1»  Vid.  Irett.  Kb.  v.  cap.  16.  p.  318.  comip.  p.  183.  and  Qem.  Ale*,  p.  78. 

^  S  ttecessaiia  «8t  Deo  niKteria  ad  opera  tanodi,  ot  Hermpgeaes  eadslimi»- 
fdl^  babuit  Deus  nateriam  longe  digniorem*-*— Sopbiam  suam  scilicet*'^—— 
Quis  non  banc  potius  omnium  fontem  et  originem  commendet,  tnateriam 
vera  ma/martim*— — qnali  Deus  potuit  eguisse,  sni  magis  quam  alien!  ^ens  ? 
Tet^t  cantr,  Hermog.  cap.  18. 
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^nd  whether  it  be  not  of  the  same  quality  and  extent  with 
the  Father's,  the  same  being  common  to  both.  But  you 
wy,  "  this  power  and  dominion  became  plenary  over  all 
"  things  both  in  heaven  and  earth,  when  he  had  been  in- 
"  caraate."  Plenary,  did  you  say  ?  and  over  all  things  I 
I  think  not;  nor  is  even  the  Father* s  dominion  yet  so 
plenary  as  this  comes  to.  (See  i  Cor.  xv.  a8.)  But  what 
strange  thing  are  you  here  discovering,  that  Christ  be- 
came Lord  in  a  sense  which  he  was  not  before !  So  did 
the  Father  h^com^  Lord  over  the  Jews  in  a  sense  he  waa 
not  before,  \yhen  he  made  them  his  peculiar  people.  He 
became  their  Lord^  first,  when  he  created  them,  and  again, 
in  a  more  peculiar  sense,'  when  he  chose  more  imme- 
diately to  govern  them.  In  like  manner,  Christ  who  was* 
hird  of  all  men  in  right  of  creation,  became  Lord  again, 
ID  a  more  special  sense,,  in  right  of  redemption  ^ ;  and  will 
be  their  Lord  again,  in  a  still  more  plenary  sense,  after 
the  day  of  judgment;  as  will  also  Gpd  the  Father.  What . 
difficulty  is  there  in  these  plain  common  things  ?  But,  I. 
suppose,  the  force  of  your  argument  lies  in  tte  woitis. 
Accipiens  potestatemf  and  tradita  suni,^.  And  yet  you  will 
think  it  no  argument  against  the.  Father's  supremacy,  that, 
he  is.  to  receive  a  kingdom,  which  is  to  be  delivered  to 
him  by  the  Son,  ;  Cor.  xv.  ^4.  though  I  need  not  insist 
upon  it  here,  being  rfedy  to  admit,  that  while  all  power 

'  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  104,  Slc* 

•  No  one  ever  better  understood  this  matter  thsn  the  great  Atlianasius» 
wbo  wrote  a  tract  on  purpose  to  show  how  aU  things  are  said  to  have  been 
delivered  to  God  the  Son.  The  sum  Is,  that  when  aU  things,  in  a  manner, 
were  lost  and  sunk,  and  no  one  ready  at  hand  tQ  undertake  their  recovery 
and  restitotioB,  in  this  exigency,  Christ  stepped  in  to  redeem  those  whom  he 
bad  at  first  created*  To  him  tfaerelbre  were  they  delivered;  into  his  hands 
were  tiiey  committed,  who  alone  was  both  able  and  willing  to  recover  and 
ntton  them ;  and  who  accordingly  took  flesh  upon  himj  and  wrought  ibcir 
redemption  for  them. 

•irm  rk  vrirrm  it^rnxm^t^^fm  Ivni^,  Mhon.  VoL  i.  p.  104. 

Eosdnns's  account  of  the  same  thing  is  not  much  different. 

'0^9  eur  \itht  mai  xm^iU  Wi  fi$XTmrm,Mm  ^sAiif  mm  Xtf^^t  nm)  Ur^, 
««J  »vCi^M(Tir  tSw  Skin,  &c.  Euseb.  de  EccL  Theolog,  lib,  i.  cap.  19»  p.  88, 
VQL.  III.  G 
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and  authority  is  common  to  both,  yet  it  h  primarily  coa- 
sidered  in  the  Father,  and  referred  up  to  him :  and  it  was 
the  more  proper  for  our  Saviour,  during  his  state  of  con- 
descension and  humiliation  here  on  earth,  to  refer  2S.  to 
the  Father;  as  Irenaeus  intimates  in  another  case,  of  his 
refemng  the  knowledge  of  the  day  of  judgment.  I  might 
fiirther  observe  to  you,  Aat  though  Irenseus  sometimes 
represents  the  power  and  authority  of  the  Son  as  de- 
scending from  the  Father,  he  at  other  times  represents 
the  Son  as  assteming  ii  himself,  and  making  himself  <  the 
head  over  the  Church,  Cfc.  which  is  also  very  true,  and 
much  in  the  same  way,  as  he  is  sometimes  said  to  have 
rcnsed  himself  from  €tie  dead,  and  sometimes  to  have 
kieeh  raised  by  the  Father:  for  what  one  does  bo^  do^ 
diversly  considered  as  to  the  order  and  manner  of  iK^ting. 

I  had  cited  a  plain  passage  ^  or  two,  to  prove  that  the 
Son  is  the  only  God,  according  to  Irensbtis,  as  well  as  the 
Father.  You  reply,  that,  in  the  first  passage,  **  true  and 
**  only  God  is  evidently  meant  of  tht  Father,*'  which  I 
readily  allow :  and  so  you  may  see  in  Clemens,  cited  above, 
how  he  applies  the  like  title  to  the  Father^  and  yet  im- 
iheSatelyj  in  the  same  breath,  makes  FiUhec  and  Son 
together  the  Mly  God.  The  reason  is,  that  neither  he,  jior 
Irenasus^  nor  indeed  any  of  the  ancients,  ever  bad  a  thought 
of  exdudif^  the  San  by  the  word  only,  or  the  like.   How 

t  Uti  sicut  in  supercaelestibiuty  et  spiritalibosy  et  iiiTisiUinHtt,  ptincqM  est 
Vertmm  Dei;  ric  «t  in  viflibiBbus,  et  eorporalibiM,  principatdtki  habeat,  in 
semeiymtm  jmneipaium  assttmenSf  el  tq^p&nens  seinetipsum  capnt  JSedJesitt, 
uniTersa  attrahat  ad  semetipsom  apto  in  tempore.  Iren.  Hb.  ill;  ca^.  16. 
p.  206. 

«  Nunquam  neqne  PMpfaets  neqne  Apostt^  aKu$k  Detim  nominaTemift 
vd  Dominom  appellaverant  pmter  verum  et  solum  Deum,  Moltomai^  ipse 
Dominus,  qtd  et  Cnsari  qnidem  qtne  Csesaris  sunt  reddi  Jtibet^  et  quae  Dei 
sunt  Deo.  Tten.  p.  182. 

Neque  igitor  Dominm,  neqne  Spiritus  Sanctiis,  neqiie  Apostoli  enm,  qui' 
non  esset  Deos^  definitive  et  obaolnte  Deum  nominassent  aHquando,  nisi 
esset  vere  Dens,  p.  180. 

Compare  the  fbUoving  words: 

Utrosqae  Dei  appetlatione  signarlt  Spiritus,  et  emn,  qui  nng^tor^  I^Huik, 
et  eum,  qui  ungit,  Patrem,  p.  180. 
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hftve  you  remA  ^Fatiters,  tiot  to  see  tbe»e  plain  things  ? 
You  go  (HI)  endeavouring  to  elude  and  perplex  Irens&us's 
meaning.  But  your  attempts  are  so  fieebk^  and  your 
efiforts  to  weak,  that  I  am  almost  ashamed  to  make  any 
refdy  to  them.  You  would  have  it,  that  Irenssus  does  not 
call  the  Son  God  in  the  supren^ ahd  absoluU  sense;  though 
you  can  never  show  that  Iremsus  had  two  senses  of  the 
word  God  as;  appHed  to  Father  and  Son.  The  Son,  you 
imagine,  is  not  God  in  the  absolute  sense,  but  as  being* 
God's  anointed,  our  Lord,  and  our  God,  (p.  98.)  I  read 
of  the  Father's  amointing^  and  the  Son's  being  anointed^ 
(that  is,  to  hta  q^;)  but  could  you  have  shown,  that  h& 
was  anointed  to  his  Godship,  (pardon  tl»  oddness  of  the 
word,  it  contains  your  sense,)  that  would  have  been  a 
discovery  indeed.  You  refer  to  several  passages,  (I  could 
add  many  more,)  where  the  Father  is  styled  the  only 
God.  But  to  what  purpose  b  it?  Iremfcus  never  meant 
thereby  to  exclude  the  Son  from  beii^,  with  the  alone 
Father,  Deus  et  Dominus*,  God  and  Lord,  or  from  being 
with  the  Father,  vimrum  Deusj  Godqftht  livmgj  or  from 
being  the  self  of  the  Father,  or  from  being  Deus  ipsef, 
God  himself:  nor  would  he  ever  allow,  that  the  Son  was' 
not  God  in  the  definitive,  or  absolute  sense,  or  that  he  was 
another  God.  What  can  you  do  with  such  a  man  as  Ire- 
naeus,  all  the  way  contrary  to  your  principles,  directly  for 
mine  ?  He  styles  the  Father  only  God,  in  opposition  to 
the  Valentinian  JEons,  or  other  roooistrous  deities ;  never, 
not  once,  in  opposition  to  God  the  Son. 

.  After  what  hath  been  said,  the  reader,  I  hope,  will  pot 
be  surprised^  to  find  me  quoting  another  passage  of  Ire* 
naeus'  to  the  same  purpose  as  before.    It  is  where  he 

»  Sec  abore. 

f  Dd  Verbmn,  imo  magis  ipse  Dens.  Iren,  p.  132. 

'  Peocata  igitur  remtttensy  hominem  qiddem  coravit^  mnetipiim  mtem 
manifefte  ostendit  qnis  esset  Si  enim  nemo  potest  remittere  peccata nisi  bo-. 
Ins  Dens,  remittebat  autem  hmc  JDommus^  et  corabat  iiominea;  manifestnm' 
est  qnoniam  ipse  ecat  yierhum  Dei.  HUaf  bominis  factna,  a  Piitre  poteata- 
tem  remis^onis  peccatonun  accipiens,  quoniam  homo  etqa«ptiAai  l)eu^:  ut 
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proves  our  Lord  to  be  the  Word  of  God,  and  God,  from 
his  remit  Hug  of  sins;  upon  the  strength  of  this  maxim , 
that  none  can  forgive  sins  but  Crod  alone.  I  take  the 
argument  to  He  thus :  None  can  forgive  skis  but  the  God 
of  Israel,  the  true  and  only  God,  (so  the  Jews  understood 
^nd  intended  it:)  Christ  foi^ve  sins :  therrfore  Christ  is 
God,  in  the.  same  sense  as  intended,  L  e.  God  of  Israel,  ffc. 
I  defy  any  man  to  come  at  Irenaeus's  conclusion  from  that 
passage  any  other  way:  and  though  he  words  it  Verbum 
Dei,  it  is.  plain  from  the  following  words,  that  the  phrase 
is  with  him  equivalent  to  Deus;  the  Word  of  God  being 
necessarily  God,  or,  as  he  elsewhere  expresses  it.  Dens 
ip^^.  What  you  have  to  object  is,  that  solus  Deus  is  there 
predicated  of  the  Father;  I  grant  it:  and  yet  Irenaeus-s 
argumentation  necessarily  infers,  that  Christ  is  Deus  too, 
ifi  the  same  sense;  and  therefore  with  the  Father,  solus 
Deus  ;  the  only  God  that  can  remit  sins ;  and  he  received 
this  power  because  hie  is  God  of  God.  Irenseus  plainly 
enough  intimates,  that  if  he  had  not  been  God,  he  could 
not  have  had  the  power;  which  shows  that  he  is  speak- 
ing of  such  a  kind  of  remission,  by  inherent  power  and 
right,  as  is  proper  to  God  alone  ^i  otherwise  there  is  no 
sense  iti  the  aigument. 


qaomodo  homo  compassus  est  nobis,  tanquam  Deut  misereatur  nostril  et  re- 
mittat  nobis  debita  nostra,  quie  factor!  nostro  debemus  Deo,    Iren,  p.  314. 

"  Remitting  sins^  be  healed  the  man,  and  at  the  same  time  plainly  showed 
''  who  himself  was.  For  if  none  can  forgwe  sins,  bat  God  ahne,  and  yet 
*^  our  Lord  forgave  sins,  and  healed  men;  it  is  manifest  that  he  was  the 
"  fTortl  of  God,  made  Son  of  man,  receiving  from  the  Father  the  power  of 
**  forgiving  ^s,  because  man,  and  becanse  God:  that  as  he  suffered  with  us, 
**  being  man,  so  he  might  also  have  mercy  upon  ua  as  he  is  God,  and  might 
<<  forgive  us  our  debts,  which  we  owe  to  God  our  Maker." 

•  Bene  igitur  Fei^m  ejus  ad  hominem  dicit,  *'  Remittuntur  tibi  peccata  ;'* 

idem  ille  in  quem  peccaveramus  in  initio,  remissionem  peccatorum  in  fine 

donans.    Ant  si  aUerhis  quidem  transgressi  sumus  prseceptum,  oHus  autem 

erat  qui  dixit,  **  Remittuntur  tibi  peccata  tua;"  neque  bonus,  neque  verax, 

neque  Justus  est  hiijasmodi.   jQuomodo  enim  bonus,  qui  non  ex  suis  donat  ? 

Aiit  qnomodo  Justus,  qui  aUena  rapit  ?  Quomodo  autem  vere  remissa  sunt 

peccata,  nisi  ille  ipse  in  quem  peccavimus  donant  remissionem  ?  Iren.  p.  313 

Vid.  Grab,  in  BuU.  D.  F.  p.  85. 

<<  WeU 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qu.  II.  OF  SOME  QUERIES,  85 

You  here  (p.  101  •}  take  notice  of  another  passage  of 
Irensus,  which  I  incidentally  brought  in  (p.  39,  of  my 
Defence,  vol.  i.)  to  prove  that,  according  to  Iren{eus>  none 
Aat  has  any  superior,  any  God  above  him,  can  be  justly 
styled  God  \  A  famous  passage,  and  directly  opposite  to 
your  principles ;  while  you  pretend  to  ascribe  divinity  to 
the  Son,  at  the  same  time  subjecting  him  to  a  superior 
God,  and  putting  him  sub  alterius  potestate,  under  the  do- 
minion  and  power  of  another.  You  do  well  to  labour  to 
take  this  oflF;  but  how,  we  shall  see  presently.  You  pre- 
tend, that  Irenseus,  in  ^^  numberless  other  passages,  ex- 
"  pressly  asserts  the  superiority  of  the  Father  to  the  Son.*' 
I  deny  that  he  ever  does  it,  so  mudi  as  in  any  single  pas- 
sage, in  your  sense  of  superiority.  Nfly,  to  see  how  con- 
sonant to  himself  Ireneus  is,  I  .will  show  you  where  ^  he, 
hj  necessary  consequence,  declares  the  Son  to  have  no 
superior* 

The  argument  will  stand  thus : 

*^  He  that  is  the  God  of  the  livingj  and  who  spake  to 
"  Moses  out  of  the  bush,  has  no  other  God  above  him. 


*<  Wen  Ifaereibre  did  lus  fF^rd  say  to  tiie  man,  7%  sins  artfsrgivm 
*'  thee;  he  the  same  against  whom  we  bad  sinned  in  the  beginningy  in  the 
«  end  vouchsafes  remission  of  sins.  Otherwise  had  the  prec^t  a£^nst  wMdi 
*'  we  transgressed  come  from  one,  and  it  had  been  another  that  said^  T^y 
**  sins  are  forgiven  thee,  he  could  neither  have  been  good,  nor  jast,  tor  tme 
''  im  doing  it.  For  how  can  he  be  good,  who  gives  what  is  none  of  his  own? 
*'  Or  how  can  he  be  jnst,  that  assumes  what  belongs  to  another?  Or  hosr 
5<  could  nns  be  really  forgiven,  if  he  that  forgare  them  were  not  the  rery 
*'  same  against  whom  we  had  sinned  ?*' 

^  Qm  snper  se  habet  aliquem  superiorem,  et  sub  alterius  potestate  est,  hie 
ueque  Dems,  neqoe  Rex  magnos  did  potest  Jren,  p.  229. 

«  Is  qui  de  rubo  loquutus  est  Moysi,  et  m^nifestavit  se  esse  Deum  PaChimi 
hie  est  viventium  Deus.    Quis  enim  est  vivorum  Deus,  nisi  qui  est  Deus 

super  quern  alius  non  est  Deus 7 Qui  igitur  adorabatur  H'eus  vivus,  hie 

est  Tivorum  Deus,  et  Verbum  ejus,  qui  loquutus  est  Moya,  qm  etSadducaos 

fedwguity  &c Ipse  ^;itur  Cliristns  cum  Patrt  vivorum  est  Dens^  qtu  lo* 

.   qnntus  est  Moysi .  Iren,  p.  232.  Vide  Bull,  sect  ii.  cap.  5. 

"  He  that  spake  to  Moses  out  of  the  bush,  and  manifested  himself  to  be 
*'  the  God  of  the  Fathers,  he  is  the  Ged  of  the  living.  For  who  else  can  be 
<<  the  God  of  the  Uving,  but  the  God  that  has  no  other  God  above  liim  ?-- — 
<<  Christ  with  the  Father  is  the  God  of  the  Uving,  who  spake  to  Moses,  ktr 
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^^  Christ  is  the  God  of  ihe  livings  and  who  spake  to 
"  Moses  out  of  the  bush, 

*'  Therefore  Christ  has  no  other  God  above  him." 

The  premises  arc  both  of  them  Iren«us*8  own:  and 
the  conclusion  from  them  is  evident.  We  see  then^  that 
Irenieus  does  not  only  lay  down  the  general  maxim^  that 
whoever  is  God^  properly  so  called,  can  have  do  other 
.God  above  him :  but  in  the  particular  case  of  God  the 
'Son,  he  affiles  the  very  maxim,  and  declares  that  there 
4S  no  other  God  above  him.  What  will  you  isay  to  these 
-manifest  truths,  which  so  directly  strike  at  your  whole 
hypothesis?  You  endeavour  to  &id  some  shelter,  by  turn- 
ing Deus  into  Greek,  making  it  6  ©§ Jf,  whidi  will  not  do, 
-because  it  is  frequent  with  Irenaeus  to  give  the  Son  the 
.title  of  «  ©f^d.  And  if  he  did  not,  yet  he  never  appears 
to  lay  any  such  stress  upon  an  Mrticle.  Nor  will  the  oc- 
casion of  Irenaeu8*s  maxim  at  all  serve  you.  For  though 
the  discourse  there  is  of  God  the  Father,  yet  his  reason- 
ing, whereby  he  proves  that  the  Person,  there  styled  6 
©60^,  could  have  ^'  no  other  God  above  him,'*  will  prove 
the  same  thing  of  every  other  Person  so  styled,  or  prove 
nothing.  You  produce  some  citations  from  Irenseus  to 
jwove  the  "  Father  superior  in  authority"  {fmother  God 
above  him,  you  should  have  said,  because  you  mean  it) 
*^  to  the  Son,  and  the  Son  subject  to  him."  None  of  them 
prove  any  thii^  like  it,  in  your  meaning  of  superiority 
and  stibjectian. 

The  Father  commanded,  the  Son  executed.  What  then  ? 
I  answered  this  above «.  Another  pretoice  is  from  the 
words,  *^  conditionem  simul,  et  Verbum  suum  portans :" 
which  I  may  leave  as  I  find  it,  till  you  make  out  the  con- 
sequence :  or  I  may  oppose  to  it,  "  mensura  enim  Patris 
*^  Filius,  quoniam  et  capit  eum."  Iren.  p.  231.  Porto  may 
as  weU  signify  to  bear,  or  contcdn,  as  sustain^  Besides 
that  the  creatures  are  said,  in  the  very  same  place,  por^ 

<  .Vid.Ii«i.p.  211, 815, 271.  ed.  Bencd. 
•  See  slao  BnIL  Q.  F.  p.  BO, 
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tare  eum  ;  to  sustain  him,  you  will  say.  And  nnich  will 
you  make  of  it,  that  the  Creator  of  them,  mundi  Factor, 
(Irenaeus's  own  words  of  God  the  Son,  in  the  same 
chaptjer,)  was  sustained  by  his  creatures.  You  proceed  to 
observe,  that  the  Son  ministered  to  the  Father :  you  might 
have  observed  farther,  that  "  he  washed  his  disciplcB* 
"  feet.'*  But  see  Bishop  Bull,  who  bad  fully  answered 
these  pretences,  before  you  produced  them.  You  iarth^ 
take  notice  out  of  Irenaeus,  that  the  "  Word  incarnate 
*^  hung  upon  the  cross."  Who  doubts  it?  You  should 
have  took  notice  likewise  of  what  Irenseus  says,  in  the 
very  same  chapter,  that  this  Word  was  really  *^  Maker  6£ 
*^  the  world,  and  containeth  all  things  V*  But  I  am  weary 
of  pursuing  trifles.  If  Ir^asus  had  had  a  mind  to  express 
the  subjection  of  tl^e  Son,  and  superior  dominion  of  the 
Father,  he  knew  how  to  do  it.  See  how  he  expresses 
himself,  where  be  declares  the  subjection  of  all  things  to 
God  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Spirits,  at  the  same  time 
speakiiig  of  their  ministration  (not  subjection)  to  the  Fa- 
ther: which  may  be  sufficient  to  show  you  how  wild 
your  hypothesis  is,  and  how  little  countenance  for  it  you 
can  reasonably  hope  to  find  among  the  ancients. 

A.  D.  192.  Clemens  Alexandrinus. 

I  have  already  produced  one  plain  and  express  passage, 
wherein  Clemens  includes  the  Father  and  the  Son  in  the 
cnly  God.  He  has  more  to  the  same  purpose,  where  he 
.says,  "  both  are  one,  namely,  God^;"  and  where  he  ad- 

''  MuD^  fDim  F^ustor  vere  Verbum  Pel  ert  ct  Becuudam  inyi^hilitatem 
contiiiet,  qus  facta  sunt  omnia.  lib.  t.  cap.  18.  p.  315. 

**  The  fT^d  of  God  is  really  Maker  of  the  world and  in  respect  of 

'*  Hs  inl^siUlity,  (or  mvisible  naiure,)  contains  all  Hunj^  wUch  are  made." 

t  Ministrat  emm  ei  ad  omnia  sua  progenies,  et  figuratio  sua,  id  est,  Fi- 
lias,  et  Spiritos  Sanctns*  Veibum  et  Sapientia;  qnibaa  senrinnt,  et  subjecti 
aunt  omnes  angeli.  Iren,  p.  236.  Comp.  p.  183. 

"  His  own  offspring,  andJigMre,  that  is,  the  Spn  and  Ifofy  Ghost,  the 
**  f^brd,  and  ff^itdom,  to  whom  all  the  angels  are  sijdjject,  and  do  obeisance, 
**  minister toUm  (the  Father)  in. all  things." 

^  *E»  yk^  ift^^  i  ^is^  Oem,  Jkx.  p.  135. 
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tlresses  both  as  one  Lord'^y  and  the  whole  Trinity  as  oneK 
Which  I  took  notice  of  in  my  eighth  Sermon  K 

You  are  forced  to  confess,  (p.  80.)  that  in  Clemens's 
first  writings,  there  are  "  some  sublime  expressions,  which, 
**  if  taken  literally,  would  favour  either  my  notion  or  the 
"  Sabellian."  A  pretty  fair  confession ;  but  it  would  have 
been  still  fairer  to  have  said,  (which  is  what  the  reader 
must  see,)  some  expressions^  too  plain  and  strong  to  ad^ 
mit  of  any  evasion.    All  you  have  to  say  is,  that  they 
are  highly  rhetorical}  which  is  saying  nothing.    You  are 
next  to  oppose  other  passages  of  Clemens,  to  take  off 
their  force.     Upon  which,  I  may  observe,  by  the  way, 
bow  disingenuous  your  claim  to  the  ancients  is,  in  com- 
parison with  ours.    You  think  it  sufficient,  if  you  can  but 
find  any  passages  which  look  at  all  favourable  to  your 
scheme,  however  contradictory  (as  you  understand  them) 
to  other  clear  and  express  testimonies  of  the  same  author. 
On  the  other  hand,  we  think  ourselves  obliged  to  reconcile 
the  seemingly  opposite  passages,  and  to  make  an  author 
consistent  with  himself:  which  if  we  cannot  do,  we  give  him 
up  as  neuter y  and  make  his  evidence  null;  unless  there  be 
reason  to  believe,  that  the  author,  upon  better  consider* 
ation,  had.  changed  his  mind,  or  that  some  parts  of  hit 
works  are  more  cert^unly  genuine  than  others.     But  to 
proceed,  you  begin  with  attempting  to  deprave  the  sense 
of  a  celebrated  place  in  Clemens,  which  I  shall  transcribe 
into  the  margin  ™.   In  English  it  runs  thus :  ^^  The  divine 
**  Word,  who  is  most  manifestly  true  God^  who  is  equaU 
"  i«ed  with  the  Lord  of  the  universe,  because  he  was  his 
*'  Son,  and  was  the  IVord  in  God.**    This  is  a  passage 
very  little  favourable  to  your  invention  of  a  superior  do- 
•minion  of  the  Father,  and  a  subjection  of  the  Son:  •for  the 

.  • 

<  Til  Mm  xmviif,  h  &f^  Kv^f.  p.  311. 
k  Clem.  Alex.  p.  311. 
1  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  183,  &e, 

■  'O  SiTtff  Xiy§ty  «  ^n^uT$s  Strmi  ^hy  •"  rf  h^^-irif  rSn  tXmit  V^m^s"  •rt 
h  ylh  »vrS,  MM  i  kiyis  h  l»  r^  Sif .  p.  86.  Adm.  ad  Gent. 
Vid.  BuU.  D.  F.  p.  88.  Anim.  in  Gilb.  Oerke,  p.  1010. 
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Son  is  here  said  to  be  equalixedj  that  is^  proclaimed  equal 
to  the  Lord  of  the  whole  universe.  You  say,  equalized 
implies  an  exaltatiotty  a  delegation,  dc.  Ridiculous.  Can 
any  thing  or  person  be  made  equal  io  God  the  Father, 
exalted  to  a  parity  with  him  ?  But  a  person  may  be  pro^ 
claimed  equal;  which  is  only  showing  what  he  was  bef6re. 
And  Clemens  assigns  two  substantial  reasons,  why  the 
Son  was  thus  proclaimed ;  it  was  his  natural  and  essential 
dignity  that  demanded  it;  for  he  was  God's  own  Son^,  of 
the  same  nature  with  him;  and  he  was  the  fVbrd  that 
existed  in  God°  himself;  most  manifestly  therefore  true 
God,  and  accordingly  equalized  with  God,  as  he  had  a 
right  to  be.  You  give  us  two  or  three  words  of  Eusebius, 
as  expressing  the  sense  of  Clemens,  fiut  let  Clemens 
^peak  for  himself,  who  is  a  plainer  man,  and  a  more  con«^ 
sistent  writer,  than  Eusebius ;  and  of  whom  it  is  easier  to 
pass  a  certain  judgment.  Suppose  the  words  in  Clemens 
to  sijgnjfy  equalized  in  honour 9  or  advanced  to  equal  honour 
and  glory :  §till,  would  you  have  a  subject  thus  equalized 
"with  his  sovereign?  If  Christ  was  equalized  in  honour 
and  glory,  the  inference  will  reach  to  an  equality  of  na- 
ture; which  alone  could  be  any  sufficient  reason  or  foun* 
dation  for  honouring  him  so  highly.  You  would  have  it 
only,  receiving  dominion  (you  do  not  care  to  say  equal 
dominion)  from  the  Father.  But  this  comes  not  up  to 
Clemens's  strong  expression  of  equalizing;  nor  to  his 
reasons  assigned  for  it;  the  very  reasons  which  be  elser 
where  gives,  why  the  Father  and  Son  are  the  ow«  God,  I 


"  Ttot  r«f  Mr  ytn^tBt^  i  S^tTn  ^oys^  ^rit  «^;^i<iw«»  ^*v.  Clem.  Admon,  p.  78. 

In  Xiyn  WXfi«y  U  rikun  ^vtra  ^mt^os*  Peedag,  p.  113. 

«  Compare  the  following  passages  of  Oemens,  explanatory  of  the  phrase 

lib.i.  cap.5.  p.  112. 
PtBdag,  lib.  i.  cap.  8.  p.  142. 
ys.  Clem.  Alex.  p.  135. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


9P  A  SECOND  DEFENCE         Qv.  u. 

&tiSf  absolutely  so  called,  and  jointly  the  one  OTiljf  Gcd 
and  Creator  of  all  things. 

Next,  you  are  to  search  out  some  other  expressions 
of  Clemens,  to  be  pleaded  in  the  way  of  abatement. 
Clemens,  it  seems,  says  in  the  same  page,  that  ^^he 
*'  sprung  from  the  will  of  the  Father/'   But  let  the  reader 
see  the  whole  sentence,  that  he  may  be  apprized  of  your 
unrighteous  method  of  citing  authors.     "  Being  with  xxt'- 
^^  most  celerity  diffused  upon  ajl  naen,  rising  swifter  than 
**  the  sun,  out  of  the  very  will  {or  heart)  of  .the  Father, 
^'  he  most  readily  darted  forth  God- upon  us  P.*'     Would 
you  have  your  reader  here  deceived  into  an  opinion  that 
Clemens  is  speaking  of  the  Son's  existing  by  his  Father's 
free  choice  and  pleasure?   No  doubt  but  that  is  your 
meaning,  or  something  very  little  better;  though  Clemens 
is  x>nly  speaking  of  his  nussion  to  mankind.    Elsewhere, 
you  say,  he  calls  him  kispectqr  of  our  hearts  by  the  wHl 
of  the  Almighty^.    But  you  are  as  unfortunate  in  this 
place  as  in  the  other;  misconstruing  the  words,  and  per- 
verting the  sense;  as  I  have  elsewhere'  shown.   Xbeyro- 
HpoLTogtKep  ^k^fAUTi  signifies  by  his  own  sovereign,  aiU-coh^ 
-tainrng  will.    That  there  is  no  impropriety  in  applying 
ihe  epithet  va»T09cpoLxogixo$  to  will,  I  proved  by  pamllel 
instances  from  other  authors;  and  shall  now  add  one 
more  of  the  like  kinds.    You  appear  very  iinwilling  to 
have  the  Doctor's  criticisms  on  this  passage  taken  from 
you: /and  therefore  you  endeavouri  feebly,  to  prop  them 
.up  agaih,  in  a  note,  p.  MJ.    You  tell  me,  that  the  paral- 
lel passages  I  alleged,  do  not  signify  that  God  is  omni- 
present or  omniscient  by  his  tvill,  but  by  **  his  active 
*^  governing  wisdom."  Be  it  so:  then  let  the  same  answer 

f,6U. 

'  Defence^  vol.  i.  p.  78.    Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  169. 

*  TS  ^tk  xmi  flr«M-»»f«fWfi»v  »mi  mkvnt  rnt  kym^mrH  mv<rn$  t^mrt.  Pseuds 
Dionys.  Jreap.  de  Dwin.  Nomm,  cap.  x.  p.  829. 
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serve  ftnr  the  eipression  of  Clemens  j  and  let  Christ  be 
ommscient  by  his  **  active  govemii^  wkdom,"  and  now 
all  is  ri^t  again.  I  am  not  contending  for  God's  or 
Christ's  knowing  all  things  by  his  willj  in  the  Doctor's 
sense :  but  why  must  Clemens  be  tied  up  to  the  Doctor's 
^rict  sense  of  willf  in  the  word  ^xiifuaif  more  than  other 
:aatbors^  who  have  likewise  used  the  phrase  of  all-con- 
tairdng  willy  as  well  as  Clemens?  The  Doctor's  fanciful 
iqpeculations  against  the  phrase  (Script.  Doctr.  p.  ^94.)  are 
of  as  much  weight  against  the  phrase  in  other  authors,  as 
in  Clemens ;  that  is,  of  no  weight  at  all,  but  to  show  the 
iblly  of  interpreting  phrases  by  speculation  and  fancy,  in- 
•stead  of  looking  into  authors,  to  »ee  how  they  have  been 
used.  You  was  to  say  something,  it  seems,  lK)wever 
wi^,  rather  than  give  up  a  favourite  criticism. 

You  say,  Clemens  calls  the  Son  ^iKfjim  marronpctroginor 
which  is  true ;  but  it  does  not  there  signify  the  same  as 
^urgncQv  -bb^yiiMiy  Imt  (dl- containing  unsdom,  or  will  again ; 
«  is  plain  from  the  very  place  itself,  where  Clemens  abo 
4ityles  bim  iuvufus  wayxgary^^y  aU-conlaining  power  ^.  A^d 
it  is  the  very  reason  given  by  Clemens,  why  he  may  he 
inown  to  all,  even  to  those  that  have  not  acknowledged 
him;  he  is  frayKpitr^iy  and  votvroxpuragtkigy  present  to  ta/i^ 
or  contaaning  aU.  Had  Clemens  intended  your  sense,  he 
Tvould  rather  have  expressed  it  by  warqixif  dsA^ftor^,  as 
visual  ^ ;  or  ^9>^^Men  tow  «a«rpaj*,  ©r  the  Hke.  Nor  can  you 
vgiv<e  any  insTtance  out  of  Clemens,  of  wtrroxpaTo^ixof,  bdt 
where  it  either  must,  or  however  may,  bear  the  sense  I 
jiave  given.  The  phrase  ^ravTOJc^Topixiv  fiovkiqfui  (p.  857.) 
comes  the  nearest  to  the  other.  But  it  is  there  manifest, 
from  the  context,  that  it  ought  to  be  interpreted  in  the 
same  way  as  I  have  construed  diXrifjM  vavroxpetropijc^,  I 
much  question  whether  vravToxpaTopixig  is  ever  used  for  toD 

^«*-  «u%  VMS  ftk  »fu^»yw€M  iuui^minTtf  ^i^,nfm  ip§t99»n^mv^**    Clem. 
p.  647. 

«  Vid.  Clem.  p.  99, 150.  Comp.  p.  86,  125. 

»  Vid.  Clem.  p.  156,  710. 
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moivToxparopos,  in  the  way  that  Dr.  Clarke  contends  for. 
It  is  certain,  that  the  other  which  I  contend  for  is  most 
proper^  and  is  most  usual  and  customary  in  Greek  writers. 
This,  I  hope,  may  be  sufficient  to  put  an  end  to  a  weak 
criticism,  which  has  nothing  in  it.     Now  let  us  go  on. 

As  to  the  Son's  ministering,  I  have  before  answered: 
and  as  to  the  passages  you  have  selected,  one  would  think 
you  had  took  them  out  of  Bishop  Bull  j  only  leaving  out 
the  Bishop's  solutions y:  which  is  a  veiy  unfair  way  of 
protracting  a  controversy. 

As  to  second  cause,  you  do  not  meet  with  it  in  Clemens; 
^tvrepos  amo^^  signifies  no  more  than  secondary  causer, 
rofai  hirtpos,  second  in  order  in  causal  operations.  Be- 
sides that,  if  it  strictly  meant  more,  allowance  must  be 
made  for  Clemens,  while  he  is  adaptii^  the  Platonic  to 
the  Christian  Trinity,  if  he  uses  the  Platonic  terms  ; 
though  they  may  not  quadrate  exactly. 

You  next  cite  Clemens  for  styling  the  Father  fMvov  Svtoqs 
&eiv^  and  introducing  the  Son  as  joining  in  hymns  of  praise 
to  him.  As  to  ju^vo^,  or  other  the  like  exclusive  terms, 
Clemens  made  no  account  of  them,  in  exclusion  to  the 
Son,  as  before  seen;  besides  that,  the  Son  is  not  only 
Svrcos  &§ls,  truly  God,  with  Clemens,  very  frequently*,  but 
even  fMvos  0fof,  only  God^,  and  only  Judged  and  only 
Master^.  All  authors  I  have  met  with  thus  use  exclusive 
terms ;  it  being  a  rule  of  common  sense,  and  custom  of 
language,  that  such  exclusive  terms  are  to  be  strained  ho 
farther  than  they  are  intended  in  opposition  to  such  or 
such  things.     As  to  the  Son's  joining  in  hymns  of  prtnse, 


J  Vid.  BuU,  Def.  F.  p.  90. 

»  Clem.  Alex.  p.  710. 

»  Qem.  Alex.  p.  86>  647,  690. 

»»  Clem.  Alex.  p.  84,,142.  See  also  another  passage  of  his  Psdagogae, 
where  he  seems  to  be  speaking  of  God  the  Son :  the  words  are,  •  Uwm  ^Mf »  i 
X»  m^trit  rk  wAvrm,  »«2  rk  treivra  §  »Mf,  §ri  nMs  ^tH»  i  f^t  ^Mf.  p.*  150. 
Compare  a  passage  of  the  Stromata,  1. 4.  «h  yinrmt  mrtx*Si%  h  an  h,  ^iXi  ^•y.Xk 

c  Oem.  p.  99.  *  Ibid.  p.  309. 
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you  should  have  told  your  reader,  that  he  is  supposed  by 
Clemens,  in  that  very  place,  to  do  it  as  in  capacity  of 
High-Priest^.  I  can  scarce  without  indignation  find  such 
things  as  these  offered  by  men  pretending  to  letters^  or 
the  least  ingenuity. 

You  run  on,  about  Clemens's  styling  the  Father  the 
fine  Gody  supreme  over  all;  though ~  every  body  knows 
it  never  was  intended  in  opposition  to  God  the  Son^  but  to 
Pagan  deities :  as  is  plain  from  what  hath  been  said.  You 
next  come  to  observe  that  Clemens  styles  the  Son  ITpai- 
Toxnj-of  f.  This  indeed  was  worth  remarking,  and  a  thing 
fit  to  be  ofiered  in  the  way  of  objection ;  though  Bishop 
Bull  had  given  a  good  answer  to  it  long  agos.  It  is  an 
allusion  to  Proverbs  viii.  22.  where  ff^sdom  is  said  to 
have  been  created,  that  is,  appointed  head  over  the  works, 
of  God**  5  which  I  shall  show,  in  due  time  and  place^  to 
have  been  the  ancient  and  Catholic  sense  of  that  text: 
Bor  can  any  Ante-Nicene  Father  be  produced  for  the  other 
sense  of  creation,  in  regard  to  that  text.  The  stale  pre- 
tence about  Photius  and  the  hypotyposes,  hath  been  an- 
swered over  and  over  *.  However,  it  is  a  mere  fancy  of 
yours,  that  Photius's  censure  upon  the  hypotyposes  was 
grounded  \vp<m  a  passage  found  in  his  Stromata.  I  have 
now  said  enough  in  vindication  of  Clemens ;  and  he  must 
be  a  very  orthodox  writer  indeed,  when  in  so  large  a  vo- 
lume, arid  wrote  before  the  Arian  controversy  wa*  started, 
he  appears  to  have  been  so  well  guarded  as  to  leave  room 
only  for  very  frivolous  exceptions ;  such,  perhaps,  aa 
might  most  of  them  be  found  even  in  many  of  the  Post- 
Nicene  writers,  or  in  Athanasius  himself. 

*  *Afifl  rit  Jiyivftiro*  (leg.  ayivtiT^ii)  ftaX  «y»>.id-^0f,  mmi  ftoMv  Sfrvs  Sim,  j'iw- 
v/iftvtrcf  h/MV  ^ov  3<«f  X,eyu,  it^teg  aSroty  *Iiiffovs  tTgy  o  fciyaf  M^^^n^tvs  ^tw  ri 
(1^)  r«v  murov  ftmi  ^t^^if^  ^^(f  Af^^inut  tS^trott^  xeii  AvS^^M^otg  iyxiXtiirm. 

Cfem.  ^^dx.  p.  93, 93. 
'Clem.  p.  699. 
t  BuU.  D.  F.  p.  90. 

*  OZrt  &9r»vT*tf  riv  ayti^if,  ^Xi^fcctri  rev  tfuvraz^aro^of  vm.Tfo$i  ec^rtog  i  vtts 
naBi^trmif  ^tfstntfyif  »iM$M*v>  ^wtc/ug  SLXtt^rrog  eiia^fftt.     Clem,  p.  833. 

*  Bull.  Dcf..  F.  p.  9i;  Graibe,  Jnjtances  of  Defects,  p.  13,  &c. 
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What  you  say  after  in  p.  83.  is  worth  die  taking  notice 
of,  for  the  peculiar  turn  of  it ;  and  becaXise  it  may  let  the 
reader  into  the  true  state  of  the  dispute  between  us.  You 
tell  me,  I  am  <<  forced  into  the  absurd  inconsistency  of 
"  confounding  a  priority  of  mere  order  (which  expresses  a 
<<  perfect  coordination  of  persons  equally  supreme  in  an- 
^'  thority)  with  a  subordination  of  authority  and  domi^ 
**  nion/*  You  are  troubled^  it  seems^  that  I  will  not 
suffer  two  of  die  Persons  to  be  thought  really  subjects,  or 
servants,  that  is^  creatures  of  the  first.  I  am  very  earnest 
and  serious  in  it;  nor  will  I  yield  that  momentous  point 
to  you^  till  you  are  able  to  prove  it.  As  to  inconsistencfy 
you  shall  see  that  there  is  none  of  mine,  it  is  all  your  own. 
I  have  sometimes  wondered  with  myself,  how  I  came  to 
be  charged  by  the  modest  Pleader,  8cc.  with  making  a  co^ 
ordination  of  the  Persons ;  when  I  every  where  admit  a 
priority  of  order  in  one,  a  subordination  in  the  other  two. 
But  now  the  secret  is  out :  a  coordination  is  not  a  coordi- 
nation,  and  a  subordination  is  not  a  subordination^  if  it  be 
only  of  order;  though  I  was  so  weak  as  to  think  that  the 
words  coordination  and  subordination,  stricdy  and  properly, 
respected  order,  and  expressed  an  equality  or  inequality  of 
order.  But  you  have  a  mind  to  use  the  word  coordinatim 
for  what  an  accurate  man  would  call  coequality :  and  so  1 
am  charged  with  holding  a  coordination.  I  confess  the 
charge :  I  always  held  a  coequality  of  the  Persons^diough 
I  never  before  knew  that  it  must  be  called  coordination. 
And  while  I  profess  a  subordination,  I  as  constantly  de* 
clare  against  inequality.  If  this  does  not  content  you,  I 
cannot  help  it:  it  is  not  my  fiiult^  nor  indeed  yours,  (for 
you  have  done  your  utmost,)  that  your  arguments  de- 
mand no  more.  I  will  stiU  maintain  a  priority  of  order, 
together  with  coequality.  And  if  you  insist  upon  it,  that 
priority  of  order  is  no  priority  of  order,  but  a  coordina' 
tion ;  every  reader,  I  suppose,  may  see  whose  is  the  tn- 
consistency,  yours  or  mine.  Besides  a  subordination  of 
order,  which  is  natural,  I  have  also  flowed  a  subordHna- 
tion  in  office,  which  is  economical.    Is  this  also  nothing 
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iBore  than  a  ^^  mere  position  and  order' of  words  ?"  Trae^ 
it  J8  not  making  the  Father  a  sovereign  over  the  Son  at 
his  natural  subject^  because  I  never  intended  it :  nor  will 
you  ever  be  able  to  prove  any  thing  like  it*  But  kt  u» 
proceed. 

A.  I>.  2o6.  Tertullian. 

Tertullian  is  so  full  and  clear  for  all  the  three  Persons 
being  one  Goij  that  I  need  not  again  ^produce  things  so 
well  known*  You  yourself  have  confessed  it :  but  now 
you  come  in  to  plead  for  abatements;  which^  if  you  have 
ever  so  good  a  right  to  them^  will  not,  however,  make 
Tertullian  an  advocate  on  your  side,  but  a  neuter  at  most^ 
as  being  inconsistent,  and  of  no  credit.  But  let  us  see : 
parhi^s  he  may  prove  a  consistent  evidence  for  us ;  though 
it  is  utterly  impossible  he  ever  should  for  you.  You  re- 
mind me  of  his  being  a  Montanist^vrhen  he  wrote  against 
Praxeas ;  which  was  scarce  worth  your  observing^  when 
you  allow  in  the  same  page  that  Tertullian  makes  Father 
and  Son  one  Ghd,  even  in  his  Apology  \  wrote  very  proba- 
bly before  he  was  a  Montamsi :  and  I  should  be  content 
to  try  the  merits  of  the  cause  by  that  Treatise  alone, 
which  would  fiimish  you  with  few  or  no  pretences  against 
his  orthodoxy  in  this  artiote.  But  to  come  to  the  busi- 
ness. 

Yofu  first  firil  upon  him  for  making  the  Son  no  more 
than  a  ^^  small  part  of  the  I^ther^s  substance.'^  To  which 
I  answer,  that  if  Tertullian  indulged  his  fancy  too  far  in 
explaiiung  the  doctrine,  yet  he  may  be  a  good.evidence  of 
the  Church's  general  doctrine,  that  Father  and  Son  are 
one  Godk  However,  I  think  this  objection  has  been  well 
answered  by  Bishbp  ^dl^  and  Le  Nourry^;  whither  I 

k  See  my  Sermoiuiy  vol.  U.  p.  184,  &c.  \ 

Piteir  et  nitoi  et  Sj^Aitns,  TVes  txMfk^  uihm  Bmm  sisCa&t  Ihiutt. 
tmUr.  J^rax.  e.  31.  ^ 

>  (^«iddeDeopit>fiMtiim<iiti>raB«itetlMI11liis>e^ 
ambo.  ApoL  c  zid.  p.  2SS. 

»  B«n.  D.  F.  p.  95.       •  Nourril  Apparat  «d  Bibl.  Max.  toL  ii.  p.  1305. 
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cefer  the  reader.  All  I  shall  add  is  this ;  that  if  Tertul- 
lian,  as  I  have  shown  abore,  sometimes  used  the  term 
Father  in  a  large  sense,  (as  a.  head  of  a  family  sometimes 
stands  for  the  whole  family  together  with  their  bead,) 
then  it  is  no  wonder,  if  God  the  Son  might  be  called 
Portio  totiusj  being  but  one  Person  of  the  Trinity,  not 
all;  as  he  styles  the  Father^  unus  omnia,  dum  ex  urn 
omnia^.  This  might  be  illustrated  from  the  case  of  Abra- 
ham, considered  as  the  father  of  many  nations^  and  con- 
taining, in  a  certain  sense,  all  his  descendants. .  Thus  was 
Abraham  tota  familia,  and  Levi  only  derivatio  et  portio 
Mius;  that  is,  of  Abraham,  considered  in  capacity  of 
head  and  fountain.  I  do  not  pretend  to  be  confident,  that 
TertuUian  had  this  thought  in  his  mind :  but  I  propose  it 
as  a  probable  conjecture^.to  be  farther  inquired  into, to 
make  TertuUian  i^^pear  the  more  reasonable  and  consist- 
ent ;  who  was  certainly  no  downright  idiot,  such  aa  your 
representation  would  make  of  him.  Allowing  such  a  si^ 
position  as  I  hav<e  her6  ofiered,  there  will  be  no  difiicidty 
in  accounting  for  TertuUiati's  sayir^,  that  the  Father  b 
major  FHiOi  greater  than  the  Son,  in  the  manner  thai  be 
does. .  For  it  will  amount  only  to  this,  that  the  head,  con-^ 
aideced  as  $ucb,  i&  major  singulis,  as  containing  aU; 
though  it  canj30t  be  said  of  any  but  the  head,  because 
the  rest  are  considered  only  as  single  Persons.  In  the. 
other  way>  it!  is  certidnly  downright  nonsense  to  si:q>pose 
the  Father,  in  his  own  frop^r  personal  capacity,  to  be.tl^ 
whole.:  for  however  stnall  a  part  you  suppose  the  Son  to 
be,  that  pari  must  go  in  to  make  up  the  v/hole;  and  no 
single  Person^  barely  considered  as  siK^,  oan.be  called 
the  whole.  But  consider  the  Fa^Aer  in  {capacity  of  Headp 
in  the  sense  before  idtimated,  and  then  the  notion  is  just,. 


•  The  like  way  of  speaking  obtained  among  the  PugMis,  in  jospeet  (4  their 
supreme  Jupiter,  fatiier  of  the  oAer  gods. 
^Fupiter  omnipotens  regom  nemmqne  deCunque 
Progenitor,  ^nitrixque  deCUn,  Dens  unns  et  omnia. 

^tf^ti^^  if#  C.  i>.  Ub.  Tii.  cap.  9.  p.  170. 
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and  has  nothing  absurd,  or  strange  in  it.  I  may  farther 
argue  against  Tertullian's  making  the  Son  a  small  party 
as  you  say,^of  God's  substance,  from  what  he  says  of  the 
omnipresence  of  the  Son,  in  as  full  and  ample  terms  as 
can  be  used  of  the  omnipresence  of  the  Father  him- 
self P. 

You  go  on  (p.  77.)  to  speak  of  the  Son's  exercising 
the  Father's  power:  right;  because  the  Father's  and  his 
are  one  ^.  You  add,  "  by  the  Father's  ^11 :"  yes,  and  by 
his  otvn  too,  for  both  are  the  same,  because  their  sub- 
stance is  one'.  You  say  indeed  in  your  Preface,  p.  6,  7. 
that  TertuUian  afiirmed  the  same  thing  even  of  angels,  or 
rational  souls,  that  "  they  were  generated  from  the  sub- 
*^  stance  of  the  Father:"  and  to  show  that  you  really  be- 
lieve it,  you  quote  (p.  55.)  three  places  of  TertuUian,  to 
prove  it.  Had  this  been  the  case,  I  would  have  given  you 
up  TertuUian  for  a  madman.    But  it  is  your  misfortune, 

p  Habes  Filium  in  terris,  habes  Patrem  in  csHs :  non  est  separatio  lata, 
sed  dispositio  di?iiia;  cieterum  scimus  Dcum  etiam  intra  abyssos  esse,  et 
Tibique  consistere,  sed  vi  et  potestate :  Filium  quoque,  ut  individuum,  cum 
ipso  ubique.  Tamen  in  ipsa  ceconomia.  Pater  yolnit  Filium  in  terns  baberi, 
86  Tero  in^  cells.  TertuU,  adv,  Prax,  c.  zxiii.  p.  514. 

**  Tbe  Son  you  bare  upon  earthy  and  the  Father  you  have  in  heaven.  This 
*<  is  no  separation,  but  a  divine  economy.  Furthermore,  we  are  certain  that 
**  God  is  even  in  the  abysses,  and  present  every  where,  but  in  virtue  and 
*'  power  i  tbe  Son  also,  as  individual,  (or  undivuied,)  h  with  him  every  where. 
**  But,  according  to  the  economy,  tiie  Father  would  so  have  it,  that  the  Son 
*'  should  be  considered  as  being  upon  earth,  and  himself  as  being  in  the 
*'  heavens," 

n  Omnia,  inquit,  Patris  mea  sunt.  Sub  jure  omnipotcns,  qua  Sermo 
Dei  oninipotentis,  qnaqne  omnium  accepit  potestatem.  cap.  17. 

Pater  onmia  tradidit  in  man«  ejus a  primordio  tradidit.    £z  quo,  a 

primordio  Senno  erat  apud  Denm,  et  Deus  erat  Sermo,  cui  data  est  omnis 

potectas  in  cselo  et  in  terra-^-Omnem  enim  dicens  potestatem et  omnia 

tradita  in  mana  cjns,  nuUam  exceptionem  temporis  permittit;  quia  omnia 
non  emnt,  si  non  omnis  temporis  fberint  ei^.  16. 

'  Quale  est  ut  Deus  divisionem  et  dispersionem  pati  videatnr  in  Fllio  et 
S^tu  Sancto—- — tarn  consorti^us  substantiie  Patris,  &c.— Caeterum,  qui 
FUium  non  aliunde,  deduco,  sed  de  substantia  Patris,  nihil  facientem  sine 
Patris  voluntate,  omnem  a  Patre  consecutum  potestatem,  &c.  AdvrPrax* 
cap.  3,  4. 

VOL.  III.  H 
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in  two  of  the  places,  very  innocently  to  give  us  Marcion's 
tenet  for  Tertullian'a  own.  And  as  to  the  third  place^  out 
of  his  book  against  Praxeas,  it  is  very  wide  of  the  pur* 
pose  5  being  no  more  than  this,  that  God  breathed  into 
man  the  breath  of  life,  a  peculiar  privilege  of  man  above 
all  the  animal  creation.  See  below*  what  he  says  of 
angels. 

But  to  proceed;  You  talk  of  the  Son's  sulyection,  as 
from  Tertullian :  concealing  from  your  reader  that  it  is  of 
a  subjection  posterior  to  the  incarnation,  an  economical 
subjection :  and  that  Tertullian  denies  any  subjection^  such 
as  you  arc|  aiming  at,  in  full  and  express  terms  ^  You 
add,  "  upon  this  disparity  of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  (di- 
^*  rectly  contrary  to  your  notion  of  an  equality  in  supreme 
^'  authority f)  as.  well  as  upon  his  notion  of  consubslanti- 
^^  ality,  does  be  ground  his  denial  of  two  Gods/*  False 
every  word ;  how  can  you  let  ypur  pen  loose,  to  write  at 
this  rate  ?  Tertullian' s  notion  of  one  common  supreme  au- 
thority is  exactly  the  same  with  mine^:  that  the  three 
Persons  are  of  one  state,  one  substance,  one  divinity^  one 
supreme  power  and  authority ,  as  being  one  God.  When 
Tertullian  says,  non  statu  sed  gradu,  by  gradus  he  means 
order,  as  Bishop  Bull  hath  observed,  D.  F.  p.  96. 

And  where  does  Tertullian  found  his  denial  of  two 
Gods  upon  the  disparity  of  Father  and  Son )  Or  where 
does  he  resolve  the  Unityf  as  you  do,  into  the  Father 
alone,  casting  out  God  the  Son  from  the  one  Godhead^ 
His  constant  way  is  to  take  in  both,  and  thus  he  makes  of 
both  but  one  God.    What  you  cite  ftrona  his  13th  chapter 


•  Ang^oriim—alieiioruiB  a  substantMi  Patris^  Omir,  Pvax.w^  3. 

*  SopMam ^non  sibi  subdiiaim,  nOn  staiu  dkfer$ami  &o.   Tart,  contr. 

Hermog.  cw^.  18.  ♦ 

«  Tres  auftem  non  stato  sed  gradu,  nee  substaMtaa  seil  fonna»  nee  potestate 
sed  specie :  unms  autem  substanHmi  et  wmu  ttaitu,  et  umue  poteHatis,  quia 
anus  Deua.  Cbntr.  Pvax,  cv^*  2. 

Trinitas,  unius  dwinitatisy  Pater,  Filius,  et  Spiritiu  Sanctus.  De  Pudicit, 
cap.  21, 
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is  not  at  all  to  your  purpose.  He  plays  awhile  with 
Praxeas,  telling  him,  that  if  he  would  be  so  hard,  as  to 
insist  upon  it  that  Father  and  Son  must  be  two  Gods,  on 
the  Catholic  scheme,. than  let  them  be  so;  and  let  him  at 
least  grant,  that  Father  and  Son  may  be  two  Gods,  the 
Son  having  certainly  as  good,  or  much  better  right  to  be 
called  God,  than  many  others  whom  Scripture  has  so 
styled.  But  after  he  had  thus  argued  awhile  ad  kominem, 
and  ex  hypothesi,  he  returns  to  his  positbn,  that  they  are 
not  two  Gods\  but  on^  God,  because  of  umty  of  substance 
wnAoriginaL  His  reasoning,^ in  short,  cchucs  to  this,  that  if 
the  Catholic  doctrine,  as  Praxeas  insisted,  roust  be  Diihe* 
ism,  then  let  it  be  so ;  so  loi^  as  it  is  Scripture  Ditheism^ 
and  the  doctriiK  certainly  true,  whatever  name  it  be  called 
by :  but  still  a  very  good  reason  may  and  has  been  as- 
signed why  it  is  not,  and  therefore  ought  not  to  be  called 
Ditheism  ;  because  Father  and  Son  are  really  one  God,  as 
.  being  of  one  substance,  and  the  Son  referred  up  to  the  Fa- 
ther as  his  head  and  stnirce*  This  is  the  sum  of  Tertul- 
lian's  thoughts  on  that  head  *,  which  are  as  contrary  to 
yours,  as  light  to  darkness. 

You  have  another  little  shift  grounded  upon  Tertullian'i 
blaming  Praxeas  for  making  the  Father  incarnate,  whom 
he  there  calls  ipse  Deus  and  Dominus  onanpotens;  as  if 
TertttUtan  might  not  emphatically  style  the  Father  God, 
without  denying  it  of  the  Son.  Those  phrases  there  are 
nothing  but  so  many  periphrases  for  God  the  Father,  and 

^  Duos  tamen  Deos et  doosDomioos  nunqUMi  ex  ore  nostro proferimus 
'  '  Hmsk  etsi  flolet  duof  non  f«ciain,  tamen  et  mAem.  et  radios  e]ut  tarn  doas 
MS  €t  doas  species  umnu  indivum  sitbstantim  nnmerabo,  quam  Deum  et  ser- 
moDcai  ej«s,  quam  Patrem  et  Filinoi.  Tert  amir.  Prax,  cap.  IS. 

^  J^niii  nokint  $e€%mdtim  a  Patre  reputari,  ne  fecundut  duos  fadatDeos 
diciy  oiiendimtts  etiam  duos  Deos  in  Scriplnra  rdatos,  et  duos  DooMttot;  et 
tamen  ne  de  isto  scandalisentur,  rationem  reddidimus ;  quft  Dei  non  duo 
dicaatiVy  nee  Domini,  sed  qua  Pater  et  FlMns  duo :  et  hoc  noft  ex  separatione 
mitiamtut,  sed  ex  dispositiose,  cum  indwiduum  et  inseparatum  FiHnm  a 
PMto  pronuBtiamusy  nee  statu  sed  gradn  alium;  qui  etsi  Deus  dicatur, 
quaada  nominatnff  singularis,  non  idea  ^oos  Deos  faciat  sed  uniun,  hoc  ipso, 
quod  et  Deus  ex  uniiate  Pairit  V9cwi  habeat  cap.  19. 
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do  not  at  all  relate  to  your  purpose :  unless  denying  the 
Father  to  be  incarnate^  be  denying  Christ* s  supreme  divi* 
nity  ;  where  I  see  nothing  like  a  consequence. 

As  to  Tertullian's  asserting  a  temporary  generation,  it  is 
common  to  him  and  many  Catholic  writers,  both  Ante- 
Nicene  and  Post-NiceneX;  and  has  no  difficulty  in  it, 
when  rightly  understood.  What  you  add  from  Tertul- 
lian's  Tract  against  Hermogenes,  is  indeed  of  some  weight, 
and  the  most  m^erial  objection  that  his  works  can  fiimish 
you  with.  Yet  you  should  not  have  concealed  from  your 
reader,  that  Bishop  Bull^  has  spent  a  large  chapter  par« 
•  ticularly  in  answer  to  it :  and  it  must  appear  very  strange, 
that  Tertullian,  who  at  other  times  speaks  so  highly  of 
God  the  Son,  should  designedly  contradict  so  many  clear 
and  plain  passages  of  his  works,  by  denying  the  coetemity 
of  the  Son,  and  reducing  him  to  a  creature.  Is  the  divi^ 
nity^  subsisting  in  three,  similar  with  itself,  one  only,  and 
capable  of  no  degrees,  (the  express  doctrine  of  this  writer,) 
and  yet  made  up  of  eternal  and  temporary,  Creator  and 
creature,  differing  infinitely  ?  Is  eternity  and  immutability 
contained  in  the  name  and  notion  of  God,  and  particularly 
as  applicable  to  God  the  Son%  and  yet  the  Son  have 
neither  eternity  nor  immutability?  In  a  word,  can  Ter- 
tullian pretend,  that  an  inferior  Grod  is  nonsense  and  con- 
tradiction^, and  at  the  same  time  assert  a  creature,  a 

y  Hilarius  in  Matt  p.  742.  Zeno  Veron.  ap.  Ball.  p.  200.  Phadbadins. 
Bibl.  Patr.  torn.  4.  Pnidentlus.  Hymn.  xi.  p.  44.  Rupertns  Tuitiensis.  Pseud- 
Ambros.  de  Fid.  Orthod.  cap.  ii.  p.  349. 

■  Bull.  D.  F.  sect  iii.  cap^  10. 

•  Deum  immutabilem  et  infoimabUem  credi  neeesse  est,  nt  ttternnm. 
Transfiguratio  autem  interemptio  est  pristini.  Omne  enim  quodcanqae 
transfigunitiir  in  'alind,  deunit  esse  quod  fiierat,  et  incipit  esse  quod  non 
erat.  Deus  autem  neque  desinit  esse,  neque  alind  potest  esse.  Strmo  antem 
Deusi  et  Senno  Domini  manet  in  avmn,  perseverando  scilicet  in  sna  forma. 
jidv.  Prax.  cap.  27.  Vid.  BulL  p.  245. 

^  Neqne  enim  proximi  erimns  opinioaibus  na^num,  que  ri  qoando  co- 
gnntur  Deimi  confiteri,  tamen  et  alios  infra  ilium  volunt  Diyinitas  ant<^ 
gradum  non  habet,  utpote  unica.  Omtr,  H^rmog,  cap.  7.  Deus  non  erit  di- 
cendus,  quia  nee  credendus,  nisi  swmmnm  magnum.  Nega  Deum  quern  di- 
cis  deteriorem.  Omtr.  Marc,  lib.  i.  cap.  6. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qu.iu  OF  SOME  QUERIES.  loi 

being  of  yesterday,  to  be  God,  nay,  and  one  God  with  the 
Father?  These  are  such  glaring  and  palpable  absurdities, 
that  a  man  of  any  tolerable  capacity  or  thought  (and  Ter- 
tullian  was  a  man  of  no  mean  abilities)  could  scarce  have 
been  capable  of  admitting  them.  Wherefore  they  are  to 
be  commended,  who  have  endeavoured  to  bring  Tertullian 
out  of  these  difficulties,  and  to  reconcile,  if  possible,  the 
seeming  repugnances.  There  was  one  way  left  for  it, 
which  the  excellent  Bishop  Bull,  and  after  him  the  learned 
Le  Nourry,  has  taken.  Tertullian  is  known  to  have  dis- 
tinguished  between  Ratio  and  Sermo,  both  of  them  names 
of  the  selfsame  Aiyog,  considered  at  different  times,  under 
different  capacities ;  first  as  silent  and  unoperating,  alone 
with  the  Father,  afterwards  proceeding,  or  going  forth 
from  the  Father;  to  operate  in  the  creation.  With  this 
procession  he  supposes  (as  do  many  others)  the  Sonship 
properly  to  commence.  So  that  though  the  Logos  had 
always  existed,  yet  he  became  a  Son  in  time ;  and  in  this 
sense  there  was  a  time  when  the  Father  had  no  So?i ;  he 
had  his  Aiyo$,  his  living  substantial  Logos,  his  So^/of,  with 
whom  he  conversed,  as  his  Counsellor :  but  the  Logos  was 
not  yet  a  Son,  till  he  came  out  to  create.  This  notion  of 
a  temporal  Sonship  was  what  Tertullian  endeavoured  to 
make  some  use  of  in  his  dispute  with  Hermog^nes,  who 
asserted  matter  to  be  eternal,  unmade,  and  unbegotten ;  in 
short,  self -existent  in  the  highest  sense.  Tertullian  thought 
it  might  be  an  argument  ad  hominem,  against  Hermo- 
genes,  that  he  hereby  made  matter  in  some  sense  higher 
than  even  God  the  Son ;  while  he  supposed  it  absolutely 
underived,  and  in  no  sense  derived  or  iegof ten. eit  all; 
which  was  more  than  could  be  said  of  God  the  Son,  who 
was  begotten,  and  proceeded  of  the  Father.  This  appears 
to  have  been  Tertullian's  real  and  full  meaning,  however 
he  happened,  in  the  prosecution  of  the  argument,  to  run 
some  expressions  rather  too  far ;  as  is  often  seen  in  the 
heat  of  dispute,  in  very  good  writers.  Allowing  him  only 
the  favour  of  a  candid  construction,  he  may  at  length  be 
made  consistent ;  and  his  other  expressions  stand  without 
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contradiction :  and  he  has  the  greater  right  to  it,  upon 
the  principles  of  comnx^n  equity ;  since  one  obscure  pas- 
sage ought  never  to  be  set  against  manyj  and  plain  ones. 

You  proceed  to  obviate  a  passage  which  we  are  wont 
to  cite  for  the  equality,  I  have  cited  others  stronger  and 
fuller,  which  you  have  not  took  notice  of.  Your  correc- 
tion of  pairem  for  parem,  is  what  I  bad  met  with  before, 
and  it  seems  to  me  very  just.  But  your  quotation  from 
kis  book  de  Jejusms^  to  udce  off  the  force  of  the  words 
{jBquat  et  jungit,  does  not  so  well  satisfy  me :  because  there 
as  a  great  deal  of  difierence  betwixt  iBquai  when  used 
absohitely,  and  when  only  in  a  certain  respect.  How- 
ever, as  I  never  insisted  upon  the  force  of  the  word  cequat 
in  that  place,  nor  have  any  occasion  for  it,  after  so  m^iy 
oth6r  more  certain  and  less  exceptionable  evidences  of 
Tertullian's  making  Father  and  Son  one  God  supreme;  so 
I  shall  not  be  at  the  trouble  to  inquire  farther  about  it. 

Our  next  author  is, 

A.  D.  240.   HiPPQLYTUS. 

This  writer  you  bear  somewhat  hard  upon:  spurious 
and  interpolated  are  the  names  you  give  him.  I  must  first 
see  upon  what  grounds ;  and  then  proceed  with  him,  if 
we  find  him  genuine.  In  a  note  to  p.  39,  you  are  pleased 
to  favour  me  with  your  reasons.  We  need  say  nothing 
of  Dr.  Mill,  who  I  presume  Jiad  never  seen  die  Greek 
of  Hippolytus  against  Noetus.  Neither  need  we  lay  any 
great  stress  upon  Photius's  calling  the  whole  piece  against 
heresies,  /3i/3x«$api«y,  a  Uitle  book^  as  you  say,  since  we 
know  not  by  what  rules  and  measures  Fhotius  judged  oX 
the  greatness  or  littleness  of  a  book,  or  to  what  kind  of 
tracts  he  confined  thb  name  of  ^i/SXi&x^mv.  These  things 
are  slight,  and  such  as  critics  would  scarce  mention.  I 
%id  that  some  very  good  judges,  as  Tillemont  and  Fabri- 
cius,  (I  do  not  know  "how  many  more,)  take  the  piece  to 
be  genuine :  and  nobody  can  doubt  but  it  is  at  least  so  in 
part;  as  one  may  perceive  by  what  is  borrowed  firom  it 
by  Epiphanius.  The  only  question  is  about  interpolations. 
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Mr*  Whistdn  was  so  saAguine  as  to  say,  he  had  emdmitly 
demonstrated^,  that  it  was  one  half  of  it  interpolated^  mA, 
by  an  Athanasian ;  because  Theodorit  and  Pope  Gdastus 
had  both  of  them  quoted  a  passage  out  of  it^  which  ap- 
pears much  shorter  there  dian  in  Hippolytus^  as  now 
published.  You  are  so  wise  as  to  drop  Theodorit,  being 
apprbed,  perhaps,  that  Theodorit's  quotation  was  not 
from  this  treatise  against  No€tus,  but  out  of  another  work 
ci  Hippolytus,  upon  the  second  Psalm^  :  and  what  g^reat 
wowier  is  it,  if  an  author,  in  two  distinct  tracts,  borrows 
from  himself;  expressing  the  same  thought  here  more 
briefly,  there  more  at  large?  Gelasius  indeed  refers  to 
the  Memoria  Hofresium :  but  as  his  quotation  is  exactly 
the  same  with  Theodorit!s,  and  probably  taken  from  him, 
at  sedond  hand;  Theodorit  is  the  more  to  be  depended 
on,  as  being  the  elder,  and  as  being  a  Greek  writer,  and 
noted  for  his  accuracy;  and  his  works  preserved  with 
greater  care  than  Crelasius's.  Whether  the  mistake  of 
Memoria  Hceresium  Was  Gelasius's  own,  or  his  tran- 
scriber's, an  easy  account  may  be  given  of  it ;  since  Hip- 
poiytus's  piece  against  heresies  was  the  most  noted  of 
any,  and  was  preserved  entire  for  a  long  season,  and  be- 
sides really  had  in  it  a  passage  very  like  that  other  out  of 
his  Comments  on  the  Psalms ;  and  it  might  seem  no  great 
matter,  which  erf  the  pieces  they  referred  to.  These  con- 
siderations show  how  litde  your  critical  censure  of  a  book 
is  to  be  depended  on:  I  will  therefore  still  continue  to 
quote  HippolytuB  as  genuine,  till  I  see  sdn»  better  rea- 
sons against  it  than  you  have  here  offered*  What  you 
hint  of  its  being  changed  into  a  homily  in  latter  times,  is 
sufficiently  answered  by  Fabricius,  vol.  ii.  p.  6«  Let  us 
now  see  what  Hippolytus  has  to  offer  in  relation  to  our 
main  dispute. 

I  produced  the  passages  which  I  most  insist  upon  (to 
prove  that  Father  and  Son  are  one  God)  in  my  !De- 

«  Mr.  Wbiston'B  Kmw^  tt>  L6rd  Nottitigfaktt,  p.  10. 
^  Tv  Myiii*lirx§\yniy  i*  riit  i^fiwnimt  rS  fi.  yprnXfAU,  Th€od,  Dial.  ii.p.  t67. 
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fence,  first  briefly,  (vol.  i.  p.  16.)  and  afterwards  more  at 
large  in  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  185,  &c.  whither,  to  save 
myself  the  trouble  of  repeating,  I  beg  leave  to  refer  the 
reader.  You  have  some  pretended  counter^evidence  to 
produce,  as  usual,  in  order  to  evade  the  force  of  what  I 
offered*  You  say,  (p.  90.)  that  "  though  he  seems  to 
**  aim  at  including  the  Son  and  Spirit;  in  some  sense  in 
*'  the  one  God,"  (it  is  well  however  that  he  does  not  aim 
at  occluding  them,  having  quite  other  intentions  than  you 
have,)  ^*  yet  he  expressly  ascribes  to  the  Father,  not  a 
"  priority  of  order  only,  but  a  real  supremacy  of  autho- 
*^  rity  and  dominion.'*  Where  are  your  proofs  ?  The  first 
is,  that  he  talks  of  the  Father's  commanding,  the  Son 
obeying :  so  did  Athanasius,  Basil,  Cyril,  Hilary,  Marius 
Victorinus,  and  others  c,  who  notwithstanding  would  have 
detested  your  notion :  for  they  never  suspected  any  thing 
of  subjection  or  servility  in  it,  but  only  a  different  order  or 
manner  of  operating,  so  far  as  concerns  the  work  of  crea- 
tion;  and  a  voluntary  condescension,  or  olKovoftlaj  as  to 
other  matters.  But  Hippolytus  says,  by  this  Trinity  the 
Father  is  glorified.  No  doubt  of  it,  since  nothing  can  be 
more  for  his  glory,  than  to  have  two  such  divine  and  glo- 
rious Persons  proceeding  from  him,  and  ever  abiding  with 
him  :  and  they  that  lessen  this  glory,  lessen  him ;  who,  in 
a  certain  sense,  is  the  to  wav.  You  add,  as  from  Hippoly- 
tus, that  the  Father  ^*  begat  the  Son"  (that  is,  sent  or 
showed  him  to  the  world,  which  is  Hi^polytus's  mean- 
ing^) "  when  he  willed,  and  as  he  willed.'^  Undoubtedly  ^ 
in  Hippolytus's  sense,  just  as  he  sent  him  to  be  incarnate 
of  the  blessed  Virgin,  *^  when  he  willed,  and  as  he  willed." 
All  you  have  farther  material,  I  have  answered  above. 

«  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  42. 

Or  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  80.  et  alibi. 

Or  Petavios  de  Trin.  lib.  ii.  cap.  7. 

atif»r«9  rt  Svrtt  r^  »ril^§fiUff  »i^f*f,  i^rcv  ^etU'—^s  i»  ftivis  ytmSf  ir^iUf  vf 

JVo^/.p.  13.  — 
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You  will  never  be  able  to  shew,  that  either  subordination, 
or  ministration,  or  the  Son's  condescending  to  become 
man,  and  in  that  capacity  a  servant  to  the  Father,  is  at  all 
inconsistent  with  the  notion  of  both  the  Persons  being 
one  God  supreme.  You  make  a  show  of  producing  the 
ancients  against  me;  whereas,  in  reality,  you  can  pick 
nothing  from  them  more  than  I  am  ready  to  allow,  as 
well  as  they :  and  you  endeavour  to  turn  what  they  and  I 
agree  equally  in,  ag^nst  them,  as  well  as  me,  by  the 
imaginary  strength  of  two  or  three  false  maxims,  which 
you  have  liud  down  to  yourself,  as  so  many  principles  of 
reason.  It  might  be  pleasant,  to  observe,  what  a  dance 
you  are  leading  us  through  Scripture  and  Fathers,  and  all 
for  .amusement;  while  the  true  secret  of  the  business  is 
kept  behind  the  scenes. 

The  case  lies  here.  Scripture  and  Fathers  agree  in  these 
three  things,  as  I  also  do.  i.  That  the  Son,  firom  the 
time  of  his  incarnation,  was  really  subject^  in  one  capacity 
or  other,  to  God.  a.  That  before  his  incamaticm  he  mini- 
stered to  the  Father;  as  well  in  the  creation,  as  in  all 
transactions  between  God  and  man.  3.  That,  as  a  Son, 
be  is  subordinate  to  the  Father,  referred,  to  him  as  his 
Head.  Now  your  way  is  to  take  one  or  more  of  thes^ 
three  premises,  and  from  thence  to  draw  your  inference 
against  the  Son's  being  God  supreme.  This  inference  you 
draw  irom  these  premises,  first,  as  found  in  Scripture,  The 
same  inference  you  draw  from  the  same  premises,  as  found 
perhaps  in  Justin  Martyr ;  the  same  inference  again  from 
the  same  premises,  as  found  in  Irenseus;  and  so  quite 
through  the  Fathers.  But  a  man  may  ask,  since  the  pre- 
nUses  are  taken  for  granted  on  both  sides,  might  *it  not  be 
a  much  shorter  and  clearer  way,  to  wave  farther  proof 
of  the  premises  from  Scripture  and  Fathers,  and  to  lay 
all  the  stress  upon  making  out  the  infer&nce,  in  a  set  dis- 
sertation to  that  purpose  ?  Right :  but  then  every  body 
would  see  (what  is  not  to  be  told)  that  it  is  not  Scriptures 
or  Fathers  you  depend  on,  but  philosophy  ;  which,  while 
you  mix  it  all  the  way  ^th  Scripture  and  antiquity ^  is 
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♦ 

not  thought  to  be,  what  it  really  is,  die  true  source  and 
spring  of  the  opposition  you  make  to  us;  and  which, 
while  it  is  behind  the  curtain  unpercei?ed,  is  yet  the  only 
thing  that  raises  all  the  disturbance.    But  to  proceed. 

A.  D.  249.  Okiobn. 
Origen,  one  of  the  most  learned  and  considerable  writers 
of  his  age,  was  another  voucher  1  had  jMroduced  for  the 
truth  of  the  doctrine  that  Father  and  Son  are  011^  God^. 
I  have  before  vindicated  the  true  construction  of  the  pas- 
sages, and  have  observed,  from  the  circumstanoes,  of  what 
moment  such  a  resolution  as  that  of  Origin,  in  so  critk^al 
and  nice  a  point,  (on  which  depended  the  grand  question 
of  Polytheism  between  Christians  and  Pagans,)  is,  and 
ought  to  be,  when  duly  considered*    You  pretend,  p.  82. 
it  is  not  dear  that  Origen's  words  roust  bear  my  s^ise. 
I  do  not  wonder  at  your  holding  out  in  such  a  place  as 
this :  it  nrmst  trouble  you  to  find  yourselves  condemned 
in  the  most  important  article  of  all  4  and  that  by  Origen 
too,  whom  you  would  have  to  be  a,  favourer  of  you,  as  he 
is  much  a,  favourite  with  you.    But  as  to  the  sei^e  of  his 
words,  it  is  so  exceeding  cfror,  from  the  whole  scope  and 
context,  that  nothing  can  be  more  so.    See  what  I  have 
said  above.    What  then  must  be  done  next  ?  Still  you 
say,  admitting  my  coiistruction,  it  is  not  to  my  purpose. 
What !  not  to  my  purpose  that  Father  and  Son  are  one 
God;  which  is  what  I  quoted  it  for  ?  And  if  they  are  one 
God^  they  are  one  God  supreme.    You  a<kl,  that  Origen, 
in  that  very  place,  **  explains  at  large  how  the  Father  and 
**  Son  are  one,  and  also  what  sort  of  worship  is  to  be  paid 
**  the  Son.**  The  sense,  you  pretend,  is,  **  that  Christians 
**  still  worshipped  but  one  God,**  (the  Father^  I  suppose, 
you  mean,)  "  because  they  worshipped  the  Father  by  or 

f  "Zml  St  9$i9,  is  lirMmumfitv,  ti*  walifm  m)  rh  itiiv  di^^vuviyM*.  Or^. 
ctmir,  Ceh,  p.  386. 

«  We  dierefore,  as  we  hare  shown,  worship  one  God,  the  Father  and  the 
«•  Son." 

c  See  what  I  have  vaid  abore;  and  compare  my  Sermans,  rol.  ii.  p.  186. 
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^^  through  the  Son/'  Ridiculous :  for  so  Celsus  and  all 
the  wiser  Pagans  worshipped  but  one  God;  because  they 
worshipped  the  one  supreme^  by  and  through  all  their 
other  deities.  How  then  did  this  answer  clear  the  Chris- 
iians  fix)ni  the  worship  of  ©t^j,  Gods,  more  than  the 
PagensP  Was  Origen  no  wiser  than  to  expose  himself 
and  his  cause  to  ridicule,  by  so  weak  a  reply  ?  The  strength 
of  his  sdution  rests  entirely  upon  this ;  that  Father  and 
Son  are  but  one  God ;  and  therefore  the  Christians  wor- 
shipped not  many :  be  takes  in  both,  to  make  the  tv,  the 
tt«ttm,^the  one  thing  worshipped:  otherwise  there  was 
no  occasion  for  saying  that  they  were  one ;  one  m  nature, 
(as  I  understand  by  his  instance  of  believer s,  who  were  all 
of  the  same  nature,  and  as  such  equal,)  and  one  also  in 
concord,  agreement,  and  sanr>eness  of  will :  which  is  the 
very  account  ^ich  Post-Nicene  Fathers  also  pve  of  the 
Unity;  as  Hilary,  Epiphanius,  Cyril  of  Jerusalem,  Gre- 
gory Nyssen,  and  Austin,  referred  to  in  my  Defence**. 
I  shall  here  only  cit3e  the  last  of  them>,  who  may  speak 
for  all  the  rest.  I  shall  have  occasion  hereafter  to  di«- 
course  you  fuDy  upon  the  head  of  worship,  and  to  vindi- 
cate Origen  from  your  misrepresentations.  It  may  sufiice, 
for  the  present,  to  say,  that  the  conndering  the  two  Per- 
sons under  distinct  offices  (a  good  rule  for  the  regulating 
the  direction  of  our  prayers)  is  no  argument  either  against 
the  Son's  being  supreme  God,  (which  is  no  word  of  office,) 
or  for  two  worships,  sovereign  and  inferior,  which  you 
contend  for. 

*  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  256,  Ac. 

^  Hi  tres,  quia  unius  substantiae  sunt,  unum  sunt ;  et  summe  tmum  nbi 
nulla  naturarum,  iralla  est  diversita$  vohmtatum.  Si  autem  tuUuru  tmum 
^saent,  et  eonsensiane  non  essent;  non  summe  unum  essent :  si  yero  natura 
^itpares  essent,  tmum  non  essent.    Jugustin,  conir,  Mcut,  1!b.  ii.  p.  698. 

Etiam  nos  quippe  Incomparabilem  amittu^tm  voluniaiii,  atqtie  indindim 
caritatis,  Patris  ^t  FiKi  et  Spuitns  Saocti,  cQofitenMir;  propter  qmi  dici- 
mus,  Haec  Trinitas  unus  est  Deus,  August,  contr.  Max.  lib.  iL  p.  720.  See 
My  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  260. 

To  the  same  purpose  speaks  Theoddiit,  or  Maxinnis. 

fmpvf/of,  ^  rns  ^w$,     TKeod.  Dial.  IV,  ad  Maced.  torn.  v.  p.  373. 
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The  other  passages  of  Origen  which  you  refer  me  to 
(in  pages  4,  5,  10,  23,  a8,  31,  49,  56,  70.)  are  ihost  of 
them  taken  from  Origen's  less  accurate,  or  interpolated 
writings ;  which  are  of  no  weight,  any  farther  than  they 
agree  with  his  piece  agdnst  Celsus*  And  what  you  have 
out  of  that  very  piece,  has  been  mostly  answered  by  Bi- 
shop Bull,  and  is  not  to  your  purpose. 

The  passage  you  quote  (p.  jo.)  shows  one  advantage 
the  Christians  had,  that  they  could  plead  a  command  for 
the  worship  of  Christ,  which  the  Pagans  could  not  for 
their  deities :  not  that  this  was  all  they  had  to  say|^  but  it 
was  somethings  and  too  considerable  to  be  omitted.  What 
you  cite-  p.  24, 1  answered  in  my  Defence,  (p.  a6o.)  refer- 
ring also,  in  my  later  editions,  to  Bishop  Bull  and  Mr. 
Bingham^.  What  you  have,  p.  a8,  is  only  that  God  the 
Son  was  sent.  Your  citation,  p.  31,  is  answered  by  Bi- 
shop Bull  K  What  you  have,  p.  49,  is  fiill  for  a  perfect 
equality  of  all  essential  greatness^,  and  therefore  is  di- 
rectly against  you.  And  I  must  charge  it  on  you  as  a 
false  and  groundless  report  of  Origen,  when  you  say 
(p.  83.)  that  he  is  one  who  in  his  whole  works  does 
"  most  fully,  clearly,  and  expressly  insist  on  the  direct 
**  contrary  to  my  notion.*'  So  far  from  it,  that  in  his 
latest,  best,  and  most  certainly  genuine  work,  he  is  all 
the  way  directly  contrary  to  your  notion,  and  conform- 
able to  mine ;  as  Bishop  Bull  has  abundantly  demon- 
strat>ed :  nor  have  you  so  much  as  pretended  to  confute 
what  the  Bishop  has  said. 

A.  D.  256.  Cyprian. 

I  cited  Cyprian  in  my  Sermons",  in  proof  of  the  three 
Persons  being  one  God.  He  does  not  use  the  very  words, 
but  he  sufficiently  intimates  the  thing.  I  shall  not  here 
repeat  what  1  said,  but  refer  the  reader  to  it. 


^  Bull,  Def.  F.  p.  12K    Bingham,  Grig.  Eccl.  lib.  ziii.  cap.  2.  p.  45.' 
»  Bull.  Def.  F.  p.  262.  -See  abore,  p.  42. 

■  Sermon  viii.  vol.  ii.  p.  187. 
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A.  D.  260.  DiONYSiDS  of  Rome,  with  his  clergy. 

This  author  I  also  cited  in  my  Sermons^.  We  have 
but  a  small  fragment  of  him  preserved  by  Athanasius : 
but  it  is  of  admirable  use  for  showing  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity f  as  professed  by  the  Church  of  Christ  at  that 
time.  Sabellius^  who  had  started  up  but  a  few  years 
before,  gave  occasion  to  the  Church  to  reconsider  and  to 
clear  this  article. 

One  may  see  from  Dionysius,  not  only  what  specula- 
tions some  at  that  time  had^  but  also  what  were  approved, 
and  what  not.  We  have  no  less  than  four  hypotheses 
there  intimated :  and  all  condemned  but  the  one  only  true 
one. 

t.  One  was  the  Sabellian,  making  the  Son  the  Father, 
and  the  Father  the  SonP;  which  Dionysius  condemns. 

a.  A  second  was  of  those  who,  in  their  extreme  oppo- 
sition to  Sahellianism,  made  rfus  otpx^^*  /^ee  principles; 
and,  of  consequence,  rpel$  wro^&rus  i^oL^  aAX^Xaw  mayra'Kourt 
xfl^^eopKT/xsva^,  three  independent^  separate  Hypostases,  un^ 
allied  to  each  other,  and  not  united  in  one  head.  This  is 
condemned  as  Tritheism ;  and  as  being  near  akin  to  the 
Marcianite  doctrine  of  three  principles;  (agsutist  which  I 
presume  the  Canon j  that  goes  under  the  name  of  aposto^ 
lical%  was  first  made ;)  and  which  Dionysius  censures  as 
diabolical^  doctrine.  Here  it  is  observable,  that  we  meet 
with  three  Hypostases,  first  introduced  in  the  third  cen- 
tury, in  opposition  to  the  NoStian  and  Sabellian  doctrine 
of  one  Hypostasis,  and  thought  very  proper  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Church ;  provided  the  Hypostases  were  not 
made  separate,  as  so  many  heads,  or  principles.  For  the 
Church  has  always  condemned  the  notion  of  Tp§i$  a^ixoLi 
Oieos-aa-us^    Origen  is,  I  think,  the  first  writer  now  extant 

•  Semioii  ym.  toI.  ii.  p.  188. 

f  'O  /dn  yk^  {XmCiXXMf)  ^Xtt^pufiUf  ainn  ret  M«f  i «f<u  Xiymf  r»y  wmri^oi,  xc  j 
Ift^&Xa.  p.  231. 

«  Apost  Can.  49.  nM  damiifttnr  qmsqnis  baptizayerit  in  rfus  lii^x^s, 
^  VLm^mUnt  yit^  ri  futrmti^^tHf  ^Shtyfuc,  tit  r^f  m^X*^  ^*  f^**tx'*'^s  rauiit 
^  imifirn,  wmhtfui  h  }MtC«Xi»^,  &C.     Dionyt.  p.  231 ._ 

•  Sec  Basil,  de  Sp.  S.  p.  130.  . 
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that  mdces  mention  of  two  or  more  Hypostttses  In  the 
Trinity. 

5.  A  third  opinion  which  some  were  likewise  apt  to 
fall  into,  in  opposition  to  SabdHus,  was  to  make  the  Fa- 
ther only  the  one  God;  reducing  the  Son,  and,  of  conse- 
quence, the  Holy  Ghost,  to  the  condition  of  precarious 
beings,  or  creatures.  But  this  also  is  condemned  by  Diony- 
sius,  in  smart  terms,  as  blasphemy^  in  a  very  high  degree. 

4.  After  rejecting  the  former  thVee  false  and  heretical 
tenetSt  he  at  I^gth  gives  us  the  true  faith  of  the  Church, 
to  this  purpose*  ^'  Ther^ore  it  concerns  us  by  all  means 
"  not  to  divide  the  venerable  divine  Unity  (or  Monad) 
^^  into  three  Deities,  nor  to  lessen  the  superlative  majesty 
^^  and  greatness  of  our  Lord  by  making  him  a  creature; 
"  but  to  believe  in  God  the  Father  Almighty,  and  in 
*'  Christ  Jesus  his  Son,  and  in  the  Holy  Ghost ;  and  that 
f^  the  IVord  is  united  with  the  God  over  all :  for,  he  says^ 
'^  ^  I  and  my  Father  are  one>'  and  ^  I  am  in  the  Father, 
^^  and  the  Father  in  me."  So  shall  the  divine  Trinity,  as 
"  also  the  sacred  doctrine  of  the  Unity,  be  preserved  u/' 
This  was  his  decision  of  that  important  article ;  which 
he  had  also  expressed  before  ^n  words  to  the  same  eflkct> 
which  may  here  also  be  cited.  ^'  The  divine  Word  must 
^^  of  necessity  be  united  with  the  God  of  the  universe, 
^<  and  the  Holy  Ghost  abide  and  dwell  in  God ;  and  the 
<<  divine  Trinity  be  gathered  together  and  united  into  one, 
^^  aa  into  a  certain  Head,  I  mean  the  God  of  the  universe, 
"theAlmightyx/' 


p.  232. 

MMW  tit  .0Mi>  9»irif»  tKMfTcn^mrt^  mm*  tig  X^«y  'itiffauv  rh  tiiiit  uinrw,  mm4  tlf  v§ 

»yM»  »n^uyfut  viif  fttm^x*'^'  hm^^ar*,    Dum^  pu  232. 

*  'HNytf-Sftf  ykf  i}tay»n  ^  &*f  <^  «X«ir  «*•»  ^M9  Xiyvf  Ift^tXtx**^^*  ^  *^ 
*di^  »«4  Xf^irmg^m  %u  ro  £yto*  wt^fiut*  Hit  *eu  rii¥  ^timt  rfniUm  tlf  tm  tUwt^  tit 
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You  will  observe  how  the  UnUy  is  solved  by  Dionysius, 
not  by  making  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  sulject  to  tl^ 
Father,  but  by  including  them  in  the  Father ;  not  by  the 
Father's  goveraing  them^  but  by  his  containing  and  com^ 
prehending  them*  And  though  Dionysius  styles  the  Fa- 
ther the  God  of  the  universe^  and  emphatically  vennoKpi- 
riof,  he  at  the  same  time  declares  the  Son  to  be-strictly 
Gai,  or  no  creature:  and  he  does  not  afterwards  weakly 
retract  what  he  had  said  of  the  Son,  by  throwing  him 
again  out  of  the  one  Godhead;  but  wisely  and  consistently 
takes  him  in^  as  <<  one  with  the  Father,"  included  in  him, 
and  reckoned  to  him*  These  were  true  and  Catholic 
principles  sixty  years  before  Arius  was  heard  of;  atui  they 
will  be  such  while  the  world  stands^ 

I  might  here  add  the  other  Dionysius  of  the  same  age, 
and  witness  of  the  same  fsuth.  But,  having  proauced  him 
twice  before^  once  in  my  Sermons  7,  and  again  in  these 
papers',  I  ahall  here  pass  him  over* 

A.  D.  318.  Lactantius. 
I  had  hardy  referred  to  this  author,  as  an  evidence  of 
the  Church's  faith,  that  Father  and  Son  are  one  God,  and 
that  the  Son  is  not  excluded  by  the  texts  of  the  Unity : 
and  of  this  he  is  as  full  and  plain  an  evidence  as  it  is  pos* 
siblc  for  a  man  to  be,  however  he  may  diflFer  in  other 
points ;  as  I  never  pretended  to  say  he  did  not*  But  here 
you  exclaim,  (p.  83.)  of  the  ^ •♦  strange  abuse  made  of 
"  quotations  and  second-hand  representations/*  One 
would  think  you  had  had  some  such  book  as  Scripture 
Doctrine  before  you;  which  would  indeed  have  furnished 
you  with  **  variety  of  strange  abuses*.**  And  had  you 
found  one,  by  chance,  in  me,  you  might  have  spared  the 
exclamation  for  the  Doctor's  sake.     But  to  proceed :  we 

fu^v^  rmij  rip  9i§t  m  3>m9  r^  wmT»MfAr$f»  Xi^,  ^yy/H^Xmw^Bmi  rt-  m»1 
^miy««Sw  ««#«  4Uii9«ih  p.  231.  ^Moti.  vol.  i. 

y  Sennoii  vHi.  nA,  ii.  jk  189.  »  See  above,  p.  48. 

•  See  the  DoctorV  manner  of  quoting  exposed  ia  my  Defence,  vol.  i- 
p.  314,  &c. 
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may  learn  this  from  Lactantius,  that  the  common  way  of 
answering  the  charge  of  Tritheism  was,  not  fay  excluding 
the  Son  fix)m  being  one  God  with  the  Father,  but  by  tn- 
cluding  both  in  the  one  God^.  We  learn  farther,  that 
they  are  consubsianiial  to  each  other,  and  to  be  adored 
together  as  one  God.  Nevertheless,  since  Lactantius  had 
elsewhere  dropped  some  expressions  which  appeared 
hardly,  if  at  all  defensible,  I  never  laid  much  stress  upon 
Lactantius's  authority,  as  to  the  main  question  :  though 
I  might  with  a  much  better  right  have  done  it  than  you 
generally  lay  claim  to  Fathers,  while  you  think  it  suffi- 
cient if  you  can  but  cite  a  passage  or  two  which  you 
imagine  to  be  on  your  aide;  never  regarding  how  to 
reconcile  many  other  much  stronger  ones  against  you. 
I  am  persuaded,  if  I  have  been  to  blame,  it  has  been  on 
the  modest  side ;  not  insisting  so  far  upon  Lactantius  as  I 
might  justly  have  done.  I  shall  now  examine  whether 
you  have  not  claimed  a  great  deal  too  much,  and  I  too 
little,  in  respect  of  this  author. 

It  is  certain  you  can  never  make  him  a  consistent  evi- 
dence on  your  side.  You  can  never  reconcile  his  consul" 
stantiality,  and  his  doctrine  of  the  two  Persons  being  one 

^  Cum  dicimos  Deum  Patrem,  et  Deum  FUium,  noa  cUversum  didmiis, 
nee  utmmque  secemimus,  quia  nee  Pater  sine  FiUo  esse  potest,  nee  Fi- 
lius  a  Patre  secerni:  siquidem  nee  Pater  sine  Filio  nuncupari,  nee  FIHus 
potest  sine  Patre  generari.  Cam  igitur  et  Pater  Filium  faciat,  et  Filins  Pft- 
trem,  una  ntrique  mens,  unn*  ^iS^i^itut,  et  una  suhstantia  est.  Sed  iUe  quasi 
exttberans  fons  e8%,  hie  tanquam  defluens  ab  eo  rivus ;  ille  tanquam  8(d» 
hie  tanquam  radius  a  sole  porreetus :  qui  quoniam  summo  Patri  et  fidelis  et 
charus  est,  non  separatur,  sicut  nee  ritnis  a  fonte,  nee  radius  a  soie,  quia  et 
agua/^ntis  in  rtvo  est,  et  soHs  lumen  in  rtuHo :  atque  nee  vox  ab  ore  sejungi, 
nee  virtus  aut  snanus  a  eorpore  divelH  potest.  Cum  igitur  a  prophet  iden 
manus  Dei,  et  virtus,  et  sermo  dicatur,  utiqne  nuUa  diseretio  est :  quia  et 
lingua  sermonis  ministra  est,  et  manus  in  qua  est  virtus,  individual  sont 
cx3(tp(m%  portiones,    Lact,  lib.  iv.  cap.  29. 

Filius  et  Pater,  qui  unanimes  ineolunt  mundu^,  Deus  unus  est;  quia  et. 
1UI118  tanquam  Duo,  et  Duo  tanquam  onua— ~  Unum  Deum  esse  tarn  Pa- 
trem  quam  FUium  Esaias  ostendit,  &c.  Ad  utcamque  personam  refcrena, 
intulit,  prater  me  non  est  Deus,  cum  posset  dicere  prater  nos  merito 

icftiM  Deus  uterque  appellatur,  quia  quiequid  est  in  Patre  ad  Filium  trana- 
fluit,  et  quioquid  est  in  FijUo  a  Patre  descendit.    lAb,  ir.  cap.  29. 
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God^  to  your  pnadfieM ;  so  that  you  have  little  reason  to' 
boast  of  an  evidence  which  at  best  is  not  for  you,  but 
either  against  you^  or  else  rmll^  and  no^ :  and  codd  you 
have  been  content  to  have  had  him  set  aside^  without 
insulting  me  upon  it^  I  might  perhaps  have  let  you  pass. 
But  now  I  shall  examine  what  right  you  have  to  him. 
You  aay,  p.  55.  and  agfiinj  p.  86,  that  his  sense  of  una 
^sianHa knot  clear,  and  that  it  might  not  perhaps  foe 
taken  in  ihQ.fueiapkgskal  sense^  But  nothing  can  be 
cleai:er  than  his  soise  of  una  substantia,  both  from  his 
similitudes^  (at  that  of  the  same  water  in  fountains  and 
streams,  and  the  same  light  in  the  sun  and  its  rays,)  as 
also  from  the  name  cf  Manus  giveii  to  the  Son  of  God, 
and  hb  observing  that  the  tongue  and  hands  are  indivUkue 
corporis  portianes,  undivided  parcels  of  the  same  body* 
Where,  though  the  comparis<m  be  gross,  and  the  expM- 
cation  savouripg  too  much  of  corporeal  imaginations; 
yet  the  meaning  ia  evident,  that  he  intended  the  selfsame 
substance,  both  in  kind  and  in  number,  to  belong  to  Fa- 
ther and  Son;  ai  mueh  as  you  design  the  same  substance 
in  kind  and  in  number,  of  any  two  parts  of  the  one  ex- 
tended divine  substance.  You  obsecve  also,  (p.  55%)  that 
Lactailtius  makes  angels  to  be  from  the  ^*  substance  of 
*^  God.'*  If  he  did,  he  ias  disparaged  a  certain  truth 
i-j^ting  to  the  Son  of  God,  by  mixii^  with  it  4  foolish 
ManichtBon  error  about  angels;  having  been  imposed' 
upon  by  some  heretical  books.  Yet  Lactantius  has  no 
where  said  what  you  affirm  of  him.  He  has  np  whwe 
sdd  that  angels  are  ^'  of  Grod's  substance,''  as  he  has  said 
plainly  of  God  the  Son.  You  can  only  collect  it  from 
obscure  hints  and  dark  innuendos.  He  uses  some  course 
comparisons  about  God's  breathing  out  angels>  and  speak^ 
ing  out  his  Son.  But  he  never  pretends  that  angels  are 
me  substance,  or  one  God  with  the  Father.  He  says  of 
the  Son,  that  he  was  conceived  in  the  mind  of  the  Father, 
{mente  conceperat,)  which  he  never  .says  of  angels.  He 
says  of  angels,'  that  they  were  *'  created  for  service  2'*  of 

VOL.  III.  I 
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the  Son,  he  only  says,  that  he  proceeded^.  In  a  word, 
allowing  only  for  his  includmg  the  Son  and  angels  to- 
gether under  the  general  name  of  breathings^  which  may 
mean  no  more  than  produciions,  and  differing  infinitely  in 
kind,  though  agreeing  in  the  common  name;  (as  yswfroL 
likewise  is  a  name  comprehending  things  that  proceed  by 
creation  or  generation,  in  time  or  eternally,)  1  say,  allow- 
ing only  this,  there  appears  nothing  in  Lactantius  but 
what  may  fairly  stand  with  his  other  principles,  above 
recited^.  For  if,  according  to  Lactantius,  God  breathed, 
that  is,  produced  his  Son  from  his  own  substance^  but 
breathed,  or  produced  angels  not  from  his  oum  substance, 
hut  from  nothing,  as  he  breathed  into  man  a  soul« ;  (Gen. 
ii,  7.)  then  there  is  no  farther  ground  for  your  censure 
upon  him.  That  this  was  really  his  meaning,  and  all  his 
meaning,  I  incline  to  think,  as  for  several  reasons  before 
hinted,  so  also  for  this,  that  In  the  very  chapter  of  the 
Epitome  (cap.  42.)  you  refer  to^,  he  makes  a  manifest 
difference  between  the  production  of  the  Son  and  of  on- 
gels*  The  Son  was  de  ceternitatis  sucefonie,  and  de  Spiritu 
suo.  There  was  not  only  breathing,  but  breathing  from 
the  very  *^  fountain  of  his  eternity  5**  that  is,  from  his 
own  substance :  whereas  angels  are  only  said  to  be  de  siHs 
spiritibus,  from  his  breathings.  So  he  makes  it  the  pe-^ 
culiar  privilege  of  God  the  Son,  that  he  was  breathed 
out,  tanquam  rivus  de  fonte,  and  ex  Deo  DeusS:  whiofai 

«  Ad  ministerium  Dei  creabantar.  Hie  rero,  cum  sit  et  ipse  spiritus,  ta- 
men  cum  voce  et  sotio  ex  Dd  ore  processit^  &c.  Ub,  ir.  cap.  8.  Comp. 
cap.  6. 

<i  Vid.  Noorrium,  Appar.  ad  BibL  TOL  it  p.  798. 

•  Vid.  LACtant  lib.  U.  cap.  13.     . 

*  Dens  in  prinoipio,  antequam  mundum  instituerety  de  tetemitaiit  nttp 
fmUy  deque  divino  ac  perenni  spiritu  suo,  filium  sibi  progenuit,  inconup- 
tun,  fidelem,  rirtuti  ac  majestati  patris  reqK>ndeiiteiD— Denique  ex  om. 
i^baf  angelis  quos  idem  Deoa  de  suit  sgrintibut  figvnnrit,  folus  in  cooiortiiim 
aumma  potestatis  adscitus  est,  solus  Deus  nuncopatos.  Laetant,  EpU. 
cap.  42.  p.  104,  105. 

s  Laetant.  Instit  lib.  ir.  cap.  8. 

Qixmuim  pleni  et  amtummoH  Apfii  /hw  in  ipso  erat,  iicut  est  semper^  ut 
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be  never  says  of  angels^  any  more  than  <^  human  souls; 
which  he  also  derives  de  vitali  fonte  perennis  Spiritus\ 
from  the  fountain  of  his  breathhigSf  but  not  from  his  \mZF- 
stance;  as  I  have  also  remarked  of  TertuUian  above.  In- 
deed most  of  the  Fathers  laid  great  stress  upon  the  text 
in  Genesis  ii.  7.  God's  breathing  into  roan's  nostrils  the 
**  breath  of  life ;"  a  privilege  peculiar  to  man  above  the 
animal  creation  >:  something  of  God's  own  infusing  and 
inspiring^  something  of  a  purer  and  diviner  substance^ 
spiritual  and  enduring;  the  breath  of  the  Almighty^  a 
resemblance,  a  shadow,  an  imperfect  copy  of  the  Divinity 
itself.  Thus  far  the  Fathers  carried  the  notion :  and  you 
seem  to  have  mistaken  it  for  the  Marcionite  and  Manichcean 
notion  of  souls  being  the  very  substance  of  G^d :  a  notion 
which  the  Fathers  detested ;  and  I  doubt  not,  Lactantius 
among  the  rest. 

Your  next  objection  against  Lactantius  is,  that  he  sup* 
posed  the  Son  to  be  only  mentally  contained  in  God,  and 
afterwards  begotten  into  a  Person,  You  ground  your 
x^njecture  upon  a  passage  which  you  cite  p.  8S.  and 
again^  p.  I20.     I  have  certainly  a  better  right  here  to  say 

ab  eo  bono  tanqmm  rivus  oriretmry  longeque  proflueret,  produxit  nmilem 
sui  spiritum,  qui  esset  viribut  Ptitris  pneditus,  lib.  ii.  cap.  9. 
^  Lactant  Instit.  lib.  ii.  cap.  12.  p.  182. 

^  ri  «»ry  tlt§v  lufv^nftv       '  »n^  ift^i^fim  kiytrm  &iu,     Clem,  jihex.  p.  101. 

*Of  yt  ^  lit  if^tfvnfAmT§s  \v  r^  yinvu  ^iT«X«Ci/y  ititnyiy^a^TeUf  Ko^tt^ttri^mi 
Mat  vra^ek  ra  &kXa  I^£m  fUTm^X'*^'     Clem,  Alex.  p.  698. 

Incorporales  ftnimae,  quantom  ad  comparationem  mortalium  corponim. 
Jhm^fiavit  enim  m  fuei&m  hominis  Deiw  JkUum  vit€t  Flatus  antem 

Tits  incorporafis.  Sed  ii«  mcwtalem  q^d^m  possant  dicere  ipsoia  Jlatttm 
vUm  existentem.    Irenmu,  p.  300. 

Aninue  sns  umbram,  Spiritns  soi  auram^  oris  sui  operam.    TeriulL  de 
Resurr.  Cam.  cap.  7. 

Intellige  ajfiaium  minofem  Syiritu  esttlft;  €tai  de SgiiitM.  accidit,  ut  ato*K-' 
lam  ejoB,'  non  tamea  SpiritaiB  — ^  C8)>it  etiam  imajB^uefa  Spiritut  dicere 
/kUum^  nam  et  ideo  homo  iihago  Dei>  id  est  Spiritus.    Deus  enim  Spi- 
ritno  In  boc  erit  imag*^  minor  v«ritate,  et  qfflatus  Spiritn  inferior, 

habens  illas  udque  Unem  DeH  qua  tnnMrtblM  anima,  qua  Ubera  et  sui  ar- 
bitriiy  &e.  tamen  in  bis  uikmg^y  et  non  isaque  ad  iptam  vim  MimitaHip  Tert. 
contr.  Mare,  lib,  ii.  cap.  9. 
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that  the  sense  is  not  clear,  than  you  had  with  rdation  to 
una  substantia :  and  the  liberty  you  take  of  tranglating 
comprehendit  in  effigiem,  (or  ad  ^gieniy  as  some  editions 
have  its)  formed  into  a  real  Person,  is  pretty  extraordinary. 
The  learned  Le  Nounry  gives  a  quite  difierent  construe^ 
lion  of  that  obscure  passage :  and  which  to  me  appears 
more  probable  than  yours.  But  supposing  the  author  to 
have  exfMressed  himself  somewhat  crudely  in  this  plaoe^  b 
rdation  to  the  Soil's  generation^  (which  he  at  tJie  ssxae 
time  professes  to  be  inexplicable^)  you  very  well  know 
that  the  same  author  elsewhere  speaks  as  crudely  even  of 
the  Father  himself;  whom  he  supposes  to  have  had  a 
beginning,  and  to  have  made  himself.  His  words  are, 
^'  Sioce  it  cannot  otherwise  be^  but  that  whatever  exists 
'<  must  have  sometime  begun  to  be,  it  fc^ows^  that  since 
"  nothing  was  before  him,  he  must  have  sprung  from 
^^  himsdif,  Deus  ipse  se  fecit,  Grod  made  himself/'  LactanU 
lib.  i.  cap.  7. 

This  is  strange  divinity :  but  the  author  was  a  novice; 
and  he  at  other  times  talks  in  a  soberer  manner.    He 
ought  therefore  to  be  interpreted  with  candour^  and  with 
some  gnuns  of  allowance.  If  you  take  advantage  of  every 
V*  obscure  or  uncautious  expression^  you  will  make  him  as 

heterodox  in  respect  of  the  real  divinity  of  the  Father,  as 
you  suppose  him  to  be  with  regard  to  the  Son.  But  if 
you  please  to  interpret  him  with  candour,  and  to  explain 
any  Obscure  or  incidental  passage  by  what  is  plain,  and 
is  expressed  xnort  at  large;  he  may  then  perhaps  be 
foun^  upon  the  whole,  sound  and  orthodox  in  relation 
both  to  Ae  Father  and  Son.  You  next  speak  (p^  89O  of 
the  Son's  entire  subjection  and  obedience  to  the  unll  iind 
commands  of  the  Father :  yet  taking  no  notice  of  Lactan- 
tius  vindicating  to  both  llie  sawe  inseparable  honour^  ^ 
being  one  God^.    The  subjection  you  mention  is  intended 

'  ^  Duo  esse  dioentor^  in  qtdbas  $ub$t0nHa,  et  voUmUUf  tXfttUt  1^  e9t 
£rgo  et  FUius  per  Patreix^  et  Pater  per  FlUum.  Uwa  eit  hem*  utriqne  tri- 
buendus^  tsBquam  uni  Deo,  et  Ita  dividendiis  est  .p«r  diuMPCidtus»  ut  divino 
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only  of  what  was  since  the  incarnation,  and  therefore  no- 
thing to  the  purpose.  And  as  to  Christ's  not  setting  him- 
self up  for  another  God,  (which  appears  to  be  Lactantius's 
real  and  full  meaning  in  the  passage  you  cite^^)  I  suppose 
k  may  be  admitted  without  any  scruple.  Or  at  most^  it 
can  amount  to  no  more  than  this  ;  that  in  the  opinion  of 
Lactantius,  Clirist  (during  his  state  of  humiliation)  never 
called  himself  God,  lest  he  should  thereby  give  oflfence^ 
and  be  misconstrued  as  preaching  up  another  God,  How 
otherwise  shall  the  Apostles  or  Lactantius  himself  be  jub* 
tiiied  (by  that  Way  of  reasoning)  in  giving  the  title  and 
character  of  God  to  Christ  ? 

I  conclude  with  repeating  what  I  before  said^  that 
admitting  some  things  in  Lactantius  (a  catechumen  only, 
and  not  fully  instructed)  to  be  such  as  do  not  perfectly 
agree  with  Catholic  principlefs ;  yet  on  the  other  hand  it 
must  be  confessed,  that  there  are  many  other  things  taught 
by  him,  which  can  never  be  tolerably  reconciled  with 
yourai>^ :  so  that  you  have  the  less  reason  to  boast  oa 
that  head.  You  are  pleased  to  observe,  (p^  120.).  that 
Bishop  Bull  gives  up  ^'  this  author  as  not  reconcileaUe  to 
"  his  opinion:''  you  should liave  said,  not  reconcileable^ 
upon  the  whole.  For  theBishop  susp^ected  some  passages  to 
have  been  foisted  in,  being  not  reconcileable  with  others  $ 
or  else  that  the  author  himself,  being  a  very  raw  ditdne^ 
had  faUen  into  gross  contradictions.  But  Bishop  Bull  in- 
sisted upon  it  that  some  passages  of  Laptantius  were  di«> 

ipsa  oompage  inseparabili  vindatur ;  neatrum  sibi  reUBquit,  qui  ant  Patrem 
a  Filio,  aut  F!Iium  a  Patre  secernit.    Lactant,  Epii,  cap.  49.  p.  140, 141. 

^  Fnisset  ettlm  hoc  non  ejus  qui  miserat,  sed  suum  proprwm  n^fotium 
Severe,  ac  at  a6  fo,  qaem  illustratum  venerat,  separare^  Lackmt*  lib.  iV^. 
p.  354. 

Vid;  Nourrii  Apparat.  rol.  ii.  p.  799. 

*  Solus  babet  rerum  omnium  cum  Filio  suo  potestatem :  nee  in  angelic 
qaieqnain  phi  parendi  necessitas.    Laet,  Inst,  lib.  ii.  cap.  16.  p.  197. 

*'  The  Father  alone,  witb  lua  Son,  has  dominion  orer  all:  nor  doth  an^ 
**  thing  belong  to  the  angels,  but  the  necessity  of  obeying." 

Here  Lactantius  plunly  ascribes  one  common  dominion  to  the  Father  and 
the  Son  ;  and  iittimates,  that  God  the  Scm  is  exempt  finom  any  necessity  of 
oMience  hj  the  opposition  made  between  him  and  angels. 
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rectly  opposite  to  the  men  of  your  principles,  and  not 
reconcUeable  with  Arianism :  as  they  certainly  are  not. 

A.  D.  335.  EusEBius. 
We  now  come  to  a  man  that  lived  after  the  rise  of  the 
jirian  heresy ;  and  who  is  supposed  by  all  sides  and  par- 
ties to  have  had  a  tincture  of  it  more  or  less ;  and  espe- 
cially in  his  writings  before  the  Council  of  Nice.  A 
testimony  therefore  from  him  in  proof  of  the  Father  and 
Son  being  one  God  is  the  more  considerable ;  since  no- 
thing could  extort  it  from  him,  but  either  the  Jorce  of 
truth,  or  the  strength  of  tradition^  or  the  currency  and 
prevalence  of  that  persuasion  in  his  time.  And  which 
soever  of  these  it  were,  it  is  very  much  to  my  purpose, 
though  Eusebius  might  at  other  times  contradict  it.  I 
cited  Socrates'^  for  the  truth  of  the  fact,  that  Eusebius 
himself  confessed  one  God  in  three  Hypostases :  nor  do  I 
see  any  reason  to  suspect  his  credit.  He  had  his  account, 
as  he  declares,  from  original  letters  which  passed  at  that 
time.  And  whatever  Eusebius  might  privately  write,  he 
might  not  have  assurance  enough,  in  public  debate,  to 
gainsay  a  thing  which  all  Catholics  allowed.  Any  one 
may  see,  by  Eusebius's  oration  before  Constantine,  how 
tender  he  was  of  dropping  any  thing  like  Arianism  in  the 
£ace  of  the  Catholics,  who,  he  knew,  would  not  bear  it. 
He  there  speaks  as  orthodoxly  of  the  blessed  Trinity  as  a 
man  can  reasonably  desire.  His  words  are  :  "  The  ternary 
**  number  first  showed  justice,  teaching  equality ;  having 
**  equal  beginning,  middle,  and  end  :  and  these  are  a  re- 
^«  presentation  of  the  mystical,  most  holy,  and  majestic 
**  Trinity  5  which  compacted  of  a  nature  that  had  no 
**  beginning,  and  is  uncreated,  contains  in  it  the  seeds, 
*^  reasons,  and  causes  of  all  things  that  have  been  made. 
"  And  the  power  of  the  number  Three  is  rightly  styled 
*^  the  agx^,  the  source  of  all  things  o.*' 

■  Socrat.  £ccl.  Hist.  lib.  i.  cap.  23. 

P  n^tiw  ^  T^mg  2t»morv»n9  »y^$«{iy,  Uimrn  Mm^yn^m/tXnf  i$  £f  Jt^x^f  '^^ 
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Thus  far  Euseblus :  and  he  that  could  say  this,  (which 
is  really  stronger,)  may  very  well  be  supposed  to  say  the 
other,  which  Socrates  reports  of  him.  Now,  either  Eu- 
sebius  was  sincere  in  what  he  has  here  said,  or  he  was 
not.  If  he  was,  then  he  is  an  evidence  on  my  side,  and  I 
have  a  right  to  claim  him  as  such  :  if  he  was  not,  still  it 
shows  what  the  prevailing  doctrine  was,  and  which  Euse-* 
bias  durst  not  but  comply  vnih  in  his  public  speech  ;  and 
this  is  an  additional  confirmatioo  of  Socrates's  report, 
which  relates  to  what  Eusebius  acknowledged  in  pidlic 
cwiferences.  The  same  also  is  confirmed  by  his  subscrib- 
ing the  Nicene  faith,  drawn  up  upon  the  same  principles 
which  I  am  here  defending. 

Let  this  suffice  in  proof  of  my  third  article,  that  the 
ancients  have  all  along  believed  and  taught,  that  Father 
and  Son  are  one  God;  and  therefore  God  the  Son  was 
never  thought  to  be  excluded  from  the  one  Godhead  by 
the  texts  which  concern  the  Unity.  I  have  waved  all 
di^utaUe  authorities :  but  because  there  are  some  con- 
siderable testimonies  in  Ruinart^s  select  Acts  of  Martyrs, 
which  though  not  so  certainly  genuine  as  those  before 
given,  have  yet  no  certain  mark  of  spuriousness,  I  may 
throw  them  into  the  margin?,  for  the  reader  to  judge  of 
as  he  sees  cause.    There  can  hardly  be  any  clearer^  or 

Tan  w¥i%t  rk  g-iri^fMiTa,  ^  t^s  >.»'yiis,  ^  recf  ttlrlett  ivirkfi^f  x^t  r^tdif  fth  ^v- 

9mfuf  iUirt^t  At  &^  wmfVH  dfx^  vcfuff^tin.    Musth,  Orai.*Paneg,  cap.  6* 
p.  730. 

Conf.  Jobiam,  apiid  Photiuxo.     Cod.  223.  p.  605,  612. 

Tnt  t5  e^B^syiun  r^tyttitn  iuveifHtitSf  «t«^  Iftv  »(X^  ''^'  ''••'  ^^*  ytvi^Wf,  Phil, 
ii  VU,  Contempt,  p.  899. 

*  Ghrittam  cnm  Patre  et  Spirita  Sftncto,  Deam  ease  confiteor.  ^ct.  Epi^ 
pom  Hart.  A.  D.  1 73.  Ruin.  p.  76. 

Donuoum  enim  Christam  confiteor,  Filium  altissimi  Patris^  vnid  .Qiucnm. 
Ipfun  cnm  Patre  et  Spiritu  Sancto^  Unum  solum  Deum  esse  profiteer.  Act. 
VmeentU  Mart.  J.  D.  304.  apud  Ruinart.  p.  369. 

Patrem  et  Filium  et  ^iritam  Sanctam  adoro :  Sanctam  THnitatem  adoio» 
prster  qaam  hob  est  Deus.  Acta  JEupli  Mart'  A.  D.  304.  apud  Rum. 
p.  407. 

Adorem  Trautatem  inseparabikm,  quae  Trinitas  Unitas  D^tatis  est 
iULp.408, 
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less  contested  point  thkn  this  I  have  been  mentioning* 
It  runs,  in  a  manner,  quite  through  the  Fathers  down  to 
the  tim^  of  Arius.  The  only  writer  I  have  ynet  with 
within  this  compass,  that  can  with  any  show  of  reason  bo 
thought  to  make  an  exception^  is  Novatian,  Presbyter  of 
Rome;  who,  with  Novatus  of  Cartfiage,  in  the  year  251, 
b^aH  the  schism  called  after  his  name;  and  in  the  year 
5^57,  or  thereabout,  (it  could  not  well  be  sooner  by  hia 
mentioning  Sabellius,)  wrote  a  tract  upkxi  the  rWm/y> 
still  extapt.  That  he  was  in  the  main  orthodox,  as  to 
the  pobt  of  the  Trinity,  I  think  pli^n  enough  from  the 
tract  itself;  as .  has  been  shown  also  by  Le  Moyne,  Gar« 
diner.  Bull,  and  other  great  men.  But  his  way  of  rescdvi- 
ing  the  Unity  of  Godhead  into  the  Fadier  <Uone,  (not  very 
consistently  with  his  comment  on  John  xvii^  3.  if  it  is  to 
be  made  sense  of,)  appears  to  me  somewhat  particvdar, 
and  not  very  agreeable  to  the  Catholics  of  that  time.  He 
seeitis  to  me  (which  I  speak  however  with  submission  td 
better  judgments)  to  have  taken  much  such  a  method  in 
explaiidng  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  as  some  vely  worthy 
men^'^n^Longst  ourselves  did  about  thirty  years  ago,  when 
%hc  controversy  was  rife  in  England.  It  was  to  admit  of 
§L  kigk^  axid  z  lower  sense  of  this  word  God;  the  higher 
supposed  to  have  nothing  above  the  other  but  self-exists 
ence  or  imoriginutmess :  the  Father  then  was  supposed  to 
be  Qo^  in  the  highest  sense  as  unoriginate,  but  still  the 
)BoQ  ai^d  Holy  Ghost  each  God  in  a  sense  infinitely  higher 
than  any  creature  can  be ;  being  necessarily  existing^  and 
wanting  nothing  but  unorigindteness.  This,  I  say,  was 
the  scheme  winch  some  vvorthy  men  amongst  us  at  that 
time  took  into ;  and  which  Dr.  Clarke  has  endeavoure4 
to  make  some  advantage  of,  as  falling  partly  in  with  bi^ 
scheme;  though  differing  ii)  the  main  point  of  all,  the 
necessary  existence.  This  ^l^thpd  pf  solving  the  Unity 
was  thought  the  more  plausible,  as  most  easily  account-^ 
ing  for  the  Fathers  being  so  often  styled  the  vntf  or  only 

4  Bbhop  Fowler  and  ptfaen^ 
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God :  and  there  was  this  thing  farther  to  recommend  it, 
that  it  seemed  very  happily  to  stand  clear  of  the  most 
considerable  difficulties  raised  about  one  being  three^  and 
three -me.  The  main  charge  it  lay  liable  to,  was  that  of 
Tritheism :  which  yet  neither  Arians  nor  Socinians  could 
with  any  face  object  to  it  j  their  respecdve  schemes  being 
equally  liable  to  the  like  charge ;  and  whatever  evasions 
they  shouM  contrive,  the  same  would,  with  a  very  small 
change,  serve  as -well  this,  or  better.  But  after  all,  to 
say  the  truth,  this  scheme  can  never  be  perfectly  cleared; 
Tritheism  may  be  retorted  upon  an  Arian,  as  Ditheism 
upon  a  Socinian,  and  so  they  may  throw  the  charge  back 
one  upon  another;  while  a  Sabellian,  a  Jew,  or  a  Pagan 
might  maintain  the  charge  against  them  all.  Nor  is  there 
any  way  of  avoiding  it,  but  the  same  which  the  ancient 
Church  in  general  went  into,  viz.  the  induding  all  the 
three  Persons  in  the  one  God.  I  have  shown  however, 
irhat  may  be  jus-tly  pleaded  for  Novatian's  orthodoxy,  in 
the  niaint point,  the  essential  divinity  of  all  the  three  Per^ 
sons;  though  he  otherwise  took  a  way  somewhat  pe-«- 
iculiar,  and  almost  dropped  the  Ufiify :  Unity  of  Godhead^ 
I  mean  j  for  as  to  Unity  of  suhtfince^  he  is  clear  enough 
for  it :  and  therefore  he  fleams  to  have  supposed  Father 
and  Son  to  be  two  Gods  in  ons  substance;  though  he  never 
so  called  them,  but  endeavoured,  in  his  way,  to  fence  off 
the  charge  as  well  as  he  could,  not  very  judiciously  nor 
consistently.  Upon  the  same  scheme  perhaps  Eusebius's 
orthodoxy  so  far  may  poi^Uy  be  defended,  especially  as 
to  Gkxi  the  Son;  notwithslsanding  what  the  learned  Mont^ 
faucon  has  objected,  in  a  dissettation  to  that  purpose* 
But  this  by  the  way  only;  J  shaU  have  another  oppor-^ 
tunity,  lower  down,  of  saying  more  of  Eusebius.  Having 
cleared  thr^  of  the  .points  which  I  undertook,  viz.  that 
the  -anoietits  in  general  never  thought  the  exclusive  terms 
to  affect  the  Son,  never  admitted  another  Gody  or  two 
Crods ;  but  constantly  supposed  Father  and  Son  together 
one  God;  there  remains  now  only  my  fourth  article,  to 
con^plete  the  demonstration  of  what  I  intend ;  namely. 


Digitized  byVjOOQlC 


laa  A  SECOND  DEFENCE       Qv.ii. 

4.  That  the  ancients  applied  such  texts  of  the  Old  Tes- 
tament as  undoubtedly  belong  to  the  one  God  supreme^  to 
God  the  Son;  considered  in  his  own  Person^  and  as  really 
being  alLthat  those  texts  in  their  fullest  sense  imply*  The 
authors  by  me  cited  for  this  purpose,  in  my  Defence,  vol.  L 
p.  ao,  &c.  are  Justin  Martyr,  Theophilus,  Irenaeus,  Cle- 
mens of  Alexandria,  Tertujlian,  Hippolytus,  Origen,  Cyn 
prian,  Novatian,  the  Antiochian  Fathers,  Lactantius,  and 
Eusebius.  Most  of  these  havd  been  before  considered 
under  the  former  article,  but  must  nbw  be  traversed  over 
again  upon  this  article  also,  distinct  from  the  other. 

Before  you  come  directly  to  attack  the  general  argu- 
ment, you  have  some  previous  considerations  thrown  in 
to  prejudice  the  reader  against  it :  these  I  must  take  some 
short  notice  of,  in  the  entrance,  following  your  method* 

I.  You  say,  my  asserting  Father  and  Son  to  be  the 
^^  one  supreme  God,  not  one  in  Person  but  in  substance, 
"  is  directly  affirming  two  supreme  Gods  in  Person^  thouj^ 
*^  subsisting  in  on^  undivided  substance/*  p.  i%6.  To 
which  I  answer,  that  this  is  directly  begging  the  ques- 
tion. One  substanccy  with  one  Heady  cannot  make  two 
GodSf  upon  the  principles  of  the  primitive  churches  :  nor 
are  your  metaphysics  strong  enough  to  bear  up  agunst 
their  united  testimonies,  with  Scripture  at  the  head  of 
them. 

2^  You  ask,  '^  How  comes  it  to  pass  that  the  ancients 
**  never  say  that  Christ  is  the  one,  or  only  God  ?'*, 

Answ.  They  do  say  it  sometimes  of  Christ  singly  ^  o/J«i 
of  Christ  with  the  Father ;  as  hath  been  shown  under  the 
last  article :  besides  thaf  the  making  Christ  the  **  God  of 
'<  Israel,  &c.*'  is  saying  the  same  thing ;  unless  there  be 
two  Gods  of  Israel, 

3.  You  ask,  "  Why  do  they  expressly  condemn  the 
^'  a]:^lyihg  the  title  of  the  one  supreme  God''  (God  over 
all,  you  mean)  *<  to  Christ?" 

4nsw.  They  never  do  condemn  the  applying  the  title 

'  See  my  Sermoos,  voL  n.  p.  82,  83. 
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of  God  over  all  to  Christ,  but  the  applying  it  in  a  wrong, 
sense,  and  under  3,  false  meaning*,  as  some  heretics  applied 
it.    Your  references  I  have  answered  above. 

4.  You  object,  that  "  all  the  texts  I  allege  style  th^ 
**  Son  Angel,  or  Messenger."  Right :  and  so  the  ancients 
came  to  know  that  the  texts  were  not  meant  of  God  the 
Father.  The  SonSs  an  Angel  and  Messenger;  not  by 
nature^  but  by  office,  and  voluntary  condescension. 

5.  You  object^  that  the  ancients  thought  it  "  absurd 
"  and  blasphemous  to  suppose  that  the  supreme  God 
"  should  appear,  be  styled  an  angel,  &c." 

Ansuf.  Blasphemous  only  for  the  supreme  Father  to 
appear;  who  could  not  submit  to  an  inferior  office  (as 
they  thought)  without  inverting  the  order  of  the  Persons. 
See  ray  Answer  toDr.Whitby,  vol.ii.p.a7o,8cc.  And  I  may 
obser\'e  that  the  Post-Nicene  writers,  who  undoubtedly  be- 
lieved the  essential  divinity  of  Christ,  yet  talked  the  same 
way  upon  that  head".  I  may  further  take  notice  to  you, 
that  the  Catholics,  in  their  charge  of  llasphemy  upon  the 
Sabellians,  did  not  go  upon  any  such  principle  as  you 
imagine ;  that  the  difference  of  the  natures  of  Father  and 
Son  made  it  blasphemy  to  ascribe  that  to  one  which  might 
be  innocently  ascribed  to  the  other,  but  upon  quite  an- 

•  Sec  my  Answer  to  Dr.  Whitby,  vol.  ii.  p.  227. 

*  Dictas  est  qnidem  Magni  ConsUu  Jngelus^  id  est  Kunlias ;  officii^  noB 
nature  Tocabalo. — i— Noo  ideo  tamen  uc  €tngehu  intelligendus  ut  aliqnl 
Gabriel  mut  Michael.  Nam  et  Films  a  Domino  vines  mittitur  ad  cnltorerf, 
ricat  et  famuli^  de  fructibus  petitmn.  Sed  non  propterea  unus  ex  famuHt 
deputabitiir  Filios,  quisL  famulorum  succedit  officio,  TertuiL  de  Cam,  Christ, 
cap.  14. 

*'  He  is  calkdf  indeed,  the  j^ngel  of  (he  great  OmnHli  that  is,  the  Mes- 
**  senger;  which  is  a  name  of  office,  not  of  natHre4 — He  is  not  therefore  to 
'*  be  thought  an  of^vl,  like  any  Gabriel  or  ^icha^  For  even  tiie  Son  is 
**  sent  to  die  husbandmen  by  the  Lord  of  the  vineyard,  «s  the  servants  are, 
"  to  gather  the  fruits.  But  we  must  not.  therefore  reckon  the  Son  as  one  of 
'*  die  servants,  because  of  his  succeeding  to  their  office,*'      y. 

■  Pater  non  dicitur  missus;  non  enim  habet  de  quo  sit,  aut  ex  fuo  pro- 
cedat  ■  Si  voluisset  Dens  Patar  per  subjectam  creatnram,  visibiliter  appa* 
rare,  ahsurdissime  tamen  aut  a  Filio  quern  genuit,  aut  a  Spiritn  Sanolo  qui 
4e  iUo  pipcedit,  missus  diceretur.    Jugust,  d*  Trim,  lib.  iv.  cap.  28, 32. 

Fid.  Pnidendum,  p.  165, 168. 
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other  foundation;  namely,  that  they  thought  it  blasphemy 
to  ascribe  any  thing  to  the  Father,  seemingly  derogatory, 
or  lessening  to  his  Majesty^  beyond  what  Scripture  had 
warranted.  And  as  to  their  ascribing  some  iriferior  offices 
and  services  to  the  Son,  they  did  not  justify  it  by  alleg- 
ing the  inferiority  of  his  nature  or  person,  but  by  show- 
ing that  Scripture  had  ascribed  those  things  to  him,  and 
without  blaspheming.  For  the  truth  of  what  1  say,  I 
appeal  to  Tertullian  in  the  margin^;  who  was  one  of 
those  that  argued  in  the  manner  you  mention :  and  his 
answer  to  Praxeas,  in  relation  to  this  very  charge  of  btas^ 
phemy,  in  a  similar  case,  plainly  and  evidently  discovers 
what  was  meant  by  it ;  and  how  little  there  was  of  what 
you  suspect  in  it.  For  when  Praxeas,  replying  to  the 
charge  of  blasphemy j  had  said  that  there  was  no  bias* 
phemy  in  supposing  the  Father-to  suffer,  on  his  hypothesis^ 
any  mor^  than  it  was  blasphemy  to  make  the  Son  sufier, 
on  the  other  hypothesis,  since  neither  of  them  imagined 
the  divine  nature  to  suffer,  but  the  human  only ;  how  does 
Tertullian  answer  ?  Not  by  telling  Praxeas  of  the  great 
disparity  between  Father  and  Son  5  not  by  insisting  upon 
any  inequality ;  but  only  by  alleging  that  Scripture  war- 
ranted their  ascribing  sufferings  to  the  Son,  and  did  not 
warrant  their  ascribing  any  such  to  the  Father. 

6.  You  add,  that  the  ^^  absurdity  of  the  supposition  (In 
**  the  manner  the  ancients  express  it)  evidently  arbes 
*'  always  not  from .  the  consideration  of  paternity,  but  of 
**  the  Father's  supremacy,  his  being  the  one  supreme, 

'  Ergo,  inquis,  et  nos  eadem  ratione  Patrem  mortuum  ^oentes,  qua  vos 
FUimn,  non  bhuphemamus  in  Domimun  Deum :  bob  eum  ex  dwi$tai  sed  ex 
^  humana  subftantia,  moitaum  diciniiu.    To  wlueh  Tertidliaii  thus  answere. 

Atquin  hUuphemoHs,  non  taotum  qwa  mortuum  dkitis  Pairem,  sed  et 
quia  cruci/ixum,  Maledictione  enim  cmcifixi  quae  ex  Lege  in  Filium  com- 
petat,  (quia  Christus  pro  nobis  maledicHo  fMtns  est,  non  Paier,)  C3iri9tam 
in  Patrem  convertentes,  in  Patrem  bkuphffmatis,  Nos  autem  diccntes  Chris- 
tnm  cmeifixum,  mob  maledicinras  iUtim,  sed  mededietum  UgU  rrferimuss 
quia  nee  Apostt^ns  hoc  dicens  bkupkemavit,  8icnt  autem,  de  quo  quid  caj^t 
did,  nne  bkuphemia  dioitur;  Ha  quod  non  a^it,  Haspkemia  est,  n  didtor. 
Tertutt,  corUr.  Prax.  cap.  29. 
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*^  sdf-exkteat,    independent    God    of    the    universe," 
(p.  128.) 

Answn  This  being  a  secret  piece  of  history  which  will 
want  proof,  we  may  pass  it  over :  you  have  told  us  what 
you  would  have  said  in  such  a  case ;  but  the  ancients,  I 
think,  had  "not  so  learned  Christ/*  Let  us  now  proceed 
to  see  what  those  good  men  say ;  and  how  handsomely 
they  can  plead  for  the  divinity  of  their  blessed  Lord. 

A.  D.  145.  Justin  Martyr. 

My  argument  from  Justin  stands  thus :  (see  my  De- 
fence^ vol.  i.  p.  221.)  The  Jehovah  mentioned.  Gen.  xviu. 
I,  15.  and  Gen.  xix.  34,  27.  The  God  (6.0fof)  speaking. 
Gen.  zzi.  la.  The  "  Lord  God  of  Abraham,  and  God  of 
**  Isaac,*'  spoken  of.  Gen.  xxviii.  13.  "The  God  of  Bethel," 
(Gen.  xxxi.  13.)  God,  (6  0$os^)  absolutely  so  called,  Gen. 
XXXV.  J.  God  calling  out  of  the  bush,  and  saying,  "  I  am 
««  the  God  of  Abraham,  &c."  Exod.  iii.  4,  6.  and  "  I  AM 
^«  that  I  AM,'*  the  "  Lord  God,  &c."  Exod.  iii.  14,  15, 
««  God  AUnighty,"  mentioned  Exod.  vi.  3.  "  Lord  of 
*^  hosts,'*  Psalm  xxiv.  8,  lo.  The  Jehovah  spoken  of. 
Psalm  xlvii.  $.  The  God  mentioned,  Psalm  Ixxxii.  2.  and 
xcix>  I.  is  the  one  true  God,  the  one  eternal  God  of  the 
universe,  suprepie.  But,  according  to  Justin  Martyr,  our 
bkased  Lord  is  what  hath  been  said,  land  all  that  hath 
been  said,  in  his  own  Person.    Therefore,  Sec. 

Now  let  us  consider  what  you  can  have  to  except  against 
this  fdain  and  evident  demonstration.  I  have  indeed  al- 
ready answered,  or  obviated,  all  you  have  to  say,  in  an- 
other place  7:  and  therefore  shall  be  so  much  the  shorter 
now. 

. . .  You  plead,  that  according  to  Justin,  it  were  presumption 
tosay  that  the  ^^  Maker  and  Fa&er  of  the  universe  left 
ff  ih&  8iq>er-cele8tial  mansions^  and  appeared  here  in  a 
"little  part  of  the  earth."  Right;  because  the  Father, 
^pon  their  principles,  was  never  to  be  sent,  or  to  act  a 

f  Answer  to  Dr.  Whitby,  Tol.  u.  p.  254,  &a 
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fninisterial  part,  any  more  than  he  was  to  be  incarnate; 
so  that  the  appearing,  even  by  visible  symbols ^  (which  was 
the  only  kind  of  appearing  they  ascribed  to  God  the  Son,) 
was  not  thought  suitable  to  the^r^^  Person  of  the  Trinity; 
who,  as  he  is  from  none^  could  not,  without  inverting  the 
<yrder  of  Persons,  be  sent  by  any.  It  was  therefore  proper, 
in  that  economy j  to  assign  heaven  as  the  seat  of  residence 
to  the  Father,  though  filling  all  things^  and  the  earth  to 
the  Son,  though  at  the  same  time  filling  all  things  as  well 
as  the  Father*. 

I  must  farther  remind  the  reader,  that  yon  hare  not  a 
syllabk  here  to  plead  beyond  what  Bishop  Bull  had  fully 
and  completely  answered  long  ago^.  And  therefore  the 
fair  way  would  have  been,  not  to  bring  up  again  those 
obsolete,  and  now  stale  things,  fit  only  to  be  ofiered  to 
very  ignorant  readers,  but  to  have  set  yourself  to  answer 
what  the  Bishop  has  said;  which  might  have  been  an 
employment  worthy  of  a  scholar. 

You  pretend  it  to  be  undeniably  certain,  from  Justin, 
that  "  the  divine  Person"  appearing  was  not  the  **  supreme 
"  God,"  &c.  whereas  it  is  undeniably  certain^  that  he  was 
the  supreme  God,  only  not  the  supreme  Father ;  another 
Person  from  him,  not  another  God,  but  the  same  God. 
See  above. 

You  bid  me  take  notice,  (p.  134.)  that  ^  the  beginning 
'^  and  conclusion  of  every  argument  i»  to  show  that  Christ 
'^  is  not  [6  iw\  moLVToof  0si^,  6  KiqhO$  tm  jXeoy,  h  tsronjr^;  jm 
**  oXcov,]  but  always  subordinately  0f^j  '^  K6po^,  yrypo^^tiwg 
"  ©fo^,  "Ayytkos  ij  €>tlos,  1^  0fi^  7^  Kuf *o^."  You  may  fancy 
there  is  something  of  weight  in  what  yoa  say:  but  all 
that  know  any  thing  of  Justin,  know  there  is  nothing  in 
it.  Justin  uses  the  several  phrases  you  have  mentioned 
to  denote  the  Person  of  the  Father;  and  they  amoont  to 
no  more  than  if  he  had  said  6  Ilari^p;  oiily  there  was  a 
cause,  a  very  just  one,  as  I  have  elsewhere  ^  intimatied> 

•  See  Tertanian  above,  p.  97, 

•  BuU,  D.  F.  seet  iy.  cap.  3.  p.  267,  &c 
^  Answer  to  Dr.  Wtiitby,  toL  ii.  p.  251. 
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why  he  chose  the  other  generally,  rather  than  that  of 

There  was  therefore  good  reason  for  Justin's  forming 
his  conclusion  in  the  terms  he  did :  and  it  had  been  ridicu- 
lous to  do  otherwise.  Yet  you  will  find  that  the  titles  given 
to  God  the  Son  in  those  texts  which  Justin  cites,  are  as 
high  and  strong  as  the  highest  you  have  mentioned,  and 
are  indeed  the  very  same,  many  of  them,  by  which  Scrip- 
ture sets  forth  the  supreme  majesty,  dignity,  and  per^ 
fections  of  Ood  the  Father. 

What  you  say  of  the  title  of  KtJpio;  Iwafjawf,  Lord  of 
hosts,  applied  to  Christ  in  Psal.  xxiv.  by  Justin,  is  rightly 
observed.  And  therefore  I  have  hinted  above,  that  the 
title  is  understood  by  Justin,  as  a  name  of  office;  not  of 
nature,,  as  in  the  Hebrew  original:  and  so  we  cannot 
draw  so  cogent  an  argument  from  that  title,  considered 
by  Justin,  as  we  may  from  the  same  title  as  it  signifies  in 
the  Hebrew,  This  I  allow,  and  also  that  every  office  i9 
justly  referred  to  the  Father ,  as  being  first  in  order,  and 
therefore  first  considered  in  every  economy  and  dispensa- 
tion. 

You  farther  argue,  that  Christ  was  '*  made  ^joSijtJj, 
««  passible,  by  the  will  of  God,  for  our  sakes.''  Very  true, 
because  he  was  made  man  for  our  sakes:  not  that  his 
divtTie  nature  was  passible,  any  more  than  the  Father's. 
Such  is  Justin's  own  account  of  it,  passible  as  man<^. 
None  of  the  Fathers  ever  thought  him  passible  any  other- 
wise. But  I  am  ashamed  to  remind  a  scholar  of  those 
known  things* 

You  come  next  to  misreport  Bishop  Bull.  You  say^ 
(p.  135O  that  ^'  to  all  the  places  in  Justin's  unquestion- 
'^  ably  genmne  writings,  which  thus  declare  the  Word  to  be 
^^  the  minister  of  God's  will,  the  learned  Bishop  Bull  op- 
'<  pbses  one  sin^  passage  out  of  an  epistle  to  Diognetus 
<^  judged  to  be  spurious."     Who  would  not  ft'om  hence 

c  tm^»Mr$tiMf,  Ml)  iv^trtt  AuMr,  in/m,  xml  irm^firh  vri/MiM  ytn^^m. 
•/wMHfirf.  p.  255.  S^dburg. 
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imagine  that  the  whole  cause^  in  a  manner^  depended  on 
a  single  passage  of  a  spurious  epistle  ?  But  this  is  a  most 
unjust  representation.  Let  that  passage  or  that  epistle  be 
spuriousy  though  if  it  be  not  Justin's,  yel  it  is  certainly- 
very  ancient,  and  about  the  same  age  with  Justin ;  and 
you  yourself  have  quoted  it,  without  soruple,  as  Justin's 
own,  (p,  %j.)  The  cause  stands  very  safe  without  it :  and 
Bp.  Bull  has  defended  Justin  admirably,  and  unanswer- 
ably from  bis  other  certainly  genuine  pieces  d.  All  the 
service  that  passage  does,  is  only  to  show  that  Justin 
once  expressly  denies  the  Son  to  be  wntpirri^^  And  has  he 
not  done  the  same  thing  twenty  times  over,  and  more,  by 
making  him  the  Jehovah^  and  God  of  Israel,  God  M- 
mighty y  &c.  But  still  he  allows  hioi  to  be  uvi)p9n}^,  as  be 
does  ayytXasy  a  minister  and  angel  by  ^ffiee,  which  has 
nothing  absurd  or  improper  in  it ;  since  he  condescended 
much  lower,  even  to  become  man. 

You  next  give  us  a  long  passage  of  Bishop  Bidl,  which 
shows  the  great  ingenuity  of  that  excellent  Prelate.  You 
produce  the  ohjection,  which  the  Bishop  frankly  proposed, 
at  length ;  but  you  mangle  and  misrepresent  his  soludon 
of  it.  You  say,  **  he  thiilks  they  meant  no  0K)re  than,  &c/' 
Thinks  ?  He  has  demonstraied  that  they  meant  no  more. 
Bishop  Bidl's  own  last  account  of  this  matter,  in  answer 
to  Gilbert  Clerke,  is  as  follows.  . 

"  The  sum  of  my  answer  is-  this#  Tho€ie  Doctors  of  the 
"  Church  who  wrote  before  the  rise  of  Anus's  heresy,  48 
^^  oft  as  they  reason  thus.  It  was  not  God  the  Father  but 
^'  the  Son  that  appeared  under  the  Old  Testament^  and 
^^  became  incarnate  in  the  fulness  of  lime ;  the  Father  is 
'^  i^ffinite,  and  cannot  be  included  in  »  placd ;. is  invisiJd^, 
"  and  cannot  be  seen  by  aay ;  they  did  ^not  imend  to  -deny 
*^  the  j3on  of  God  to  be immemeBxid imifM&ie,  aswiwH  a:s 
*«  the  Father,  b^t  only  signified  bardyttfaat  bokh  att  tbdse 
^^  ai^>earances  of  God,  and  even  the  incamation  itself,  had 
^^  relation  to  the  economy  which  the  Son  of.  God  had  taken 

*  See  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  269, 
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^^  upon  him;  which  economy  could  no  way  siiit  with  the 
"  Father  because  of  his  having  no  principle  from  whence 
^^  he  is,  nor  deriving  his  authority  from  any  besides  him- 
^^  self.  Tba^  this  was  the  certeUn  intent  and  opinion  of 
"  those  ancients,  I  have  made  appear  upon  these  two 
*^  accounts.  X.  because,  upon  other  occasions,  they  in 
<<  many  phuces  aU  confess  God.  the  Son  to  be^  as  wdl  as 
^^  the  Father,  in  his  own  nature,  immensey  omnipresentf  and 
<<  invisible.  2.  And  again,  because  some  of  ttietnx  do  theiD- 
"  selves  expressly  ^interpret  these  their  sayings  of  the 
*^  ecofiomy.  What  therefore  has  Mr.  Clerke  to  aay  to 
"this^?*' 

The  short  of  the  matter  then  is,  that  it  did  not  suit 
with  the  Father  to  act  a  ministerial  part,  or  to  be  sulh- 
ject  to  any,  (as  Bp.  Bull  expresses  it  elsewhere,  meaning 
the  same  thing,)  because  he  is  from  none,  and  therefore 
sent  yrom  jione;  lest  it  should  be  inverting  the  order  of 
the  Persons. 

To  this  you  object,  (p.  139.)  '^  the  impossibility  of  the 
"  Father's  being  a  visible  messenger  is  not  founded  upon 
**  his  Paternity,  but  ujjon  his  absolute  supremacy;  upon 
^^  his  being  subject  to  none,  which  is  inseparable  from  his 
"  being  the  unoriginate  Author.*'  But  why  do  you  change 
-the  terdns  ?  Who  eVer  said  that  it  was^  absolutely  or  phy« 
sically  impossible  for  the  Father  to  act  as  the  Son  did  ? 
All  that  is  said  is,  that  he  could  |not  do  it  suitably,  as  not 
being  consistent  with  that  priority  of  order  which  as  Fa- 
ther  he  is  possessed  of.  And  it  is  ridiculous  of  you  to 
found  his  being  subject  to  none  upon  his  being  subject  to 
nme,  which  is  idem  per  idem^  But  his  being  subject  to 
none,  that  is,  his  never  acting  a  ministerial  party  is  found- 
ed upon  tUs,  that  he  is  Father j  first  Persbn,  Head,^  from 
wfacHii  every  thing  descends;  which  order  would  be  in- 
vert^, if  the  ScHi  were  to  be  at  the  head,  and  the  Father 
miniiUerto^him.  Such  ministration  therefore  is  a  contra- 
dictii^  to  his  Patemityy  but  to  nothing  else. 

•  Bull.  Op.  Posth.  p.  973,  &c. 
VOL.  III.  K 
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You  add,  <*  Nor  do  the  primitive  writers  ever  lay  the 
*^  stress  of  this  argument  upon  the  relation  of  Patemiiy, 
""  but  upon  the  supremacy/'  That  is  to  say,  Aey  do  not 
lay  it  upon  the  Patemiiy,  but  upon  the  faiemity:  for 
laying  it  upon  the  supremacy  of  order,  which  he  is  pos- 
sessed of  as  Father,  and  no  otherwise,  is  laying  it,  I 
think,  upon  the  Paternity.  And  when  you  add,  (p.  140.) 
that  the  Fathers,  in  ascribing  omnipreseme  to  the  Son,  did 
not  btend  thereby  '^  to  infer  any  equality  of  supreme  in- 
*^  dependent  authority  ;**  you  only  show  how  much  you 
are  at  a  loss  to  make  any  thing  like  an  answer  to  Bp. 
Bull's  solution  of  the  main  difficulty.  For  so  long  as  the 
Son's  omnipresence  is  secured,  (which  seemed  most  to  be 
a0ected  by  that  argument,)  the  rest  is  all  taken  off  at 
once,  by  allowing  a  supremacy  of  order,  or,  if  you  will,  a 
paternal  authority ;  which  comes  to  the  same,  and  is  no 
way  inconsistent  with  the  Son's  equality,  either  of  nature 
or  dominiqn. 

Your  quotation  out  of  Clemens,  in  these  words,  (^^  This 
^<  is  the  greatest  excellency  of  ^  Son,  that  he  orders  all 
"  things  according  to  the  will  of  the  Father,'^)  is  contrive, 
as  your  custom  is,  in  a  way  very  proper  for  the  deception 
of  a  thoughtless  or  ignorant  reader.  Who  would  not 
imagine  frcmi  the  woids,  as  you  cite  them,  tbKt  the  high- 
est  honour  of  iht  Son  is  only  to  be  obedient,  a^d  to  serve  ? 
The  reader  will  be  surprised  to  find  how  very  difierent 
the  thought  is  from  what  Clemens  is  there  upon.  His 
words  run  thus :  ' 

**  The  most  perfect,  most  holy,  most  lordly,  most 
^  princely,  most  hingly,  and  most  beneficent^  is  the  nature 
^^  of  the  Son,  wldch  is  most  intimately^aHied  to  iht  alone 
^^  Almighty.  This  is  that  greatest  excdledcy  which  oidoM 
<^  aH  things  according  to  the  vtrill  of  the  Fatb^^  send 'Steers 
'<  the  universe  in  the  best  manner,  and  worketh  all  tUn^ 
**  by  his  indeiktigaUe  unexhausted  power,  &c  ^.*' 
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Does  not  the  reader  see^  by  this  time,  what  a  cheat  you 
would  have  put  upon  him,  under  the  name  of  Clemens  ? 
I  mention  not,  that  the  Greek  will  not  bear  your  con- 
atraction:  or  if  it  would,  the  whole  context  serves  to 
discover  your  fraud  in  it.  But  perhaps  you  did  not  look 
into  the  author, 

A.  D.  181.  Theophilus. 

Theophllus,  in  his  little  piece,  afforded  me  but  one  text, 
(Gen.  iii,  8,  9.)  where  God  the  Son  is  (according  to  him) 
twice  styled  "  the  Lord  God  j"  that  is,  as  I  understand  it, 
the  one  true  Gad,  the  Creator  of  man,  (Kt^«o$  9  0w^,) 
God  absolutely  so  called^  the  Jehovah, 

You  cite  (p.  I4iz.)  a  passage  of  Theophilus,  which  you 
say  (according  to  your  usual  style)  is  "  directly  contrary 
"  to  what  I  refer  to  him  for.*'  I  humbly  conceive  not. 
But  let  us  see:  Theophilus  argues  after  the  sao^  way 
with  other  ancients ;  that  the  Lord  God  there  spoken  of 
could  not  be  the  Father;  who  never  appears  because  never 
sent,  and  is  never  sent  because  he  has  no  Father  to  send 
him:  which  is  the  sum  of  what  all  the  ancients  thought 
in  that  matter.  The  Father  was  not  to  be  in  a  place,  even 
by  visible  symbols;  which  yet  the  Son  might  be,  because 
a  Son. 

You  observe  that  Theof^lus  speaks  of  the  Father,  not 
under  the  character  of  Father  of  Christ,  but  as  being  0  ®eos 
xoH  Ueer^g  rwv  Sxm,  the  God  and  Father  of  all  things. 
Right;  because  he  was  talking  to  a  Pagan;  to  whom 
therefore  he  adapted  his  style,  calling  the  Father  by  such 
a  name  as  Pagans  gave  to  their  ^^  supreme  Father  of  gods 
"  and  men/' .  So  Justin  Martyr,  in  his  Apology,  written 
to  the  Pagans,  gives  the  Father  that  title;  but  in  bis  Dia- 
logue he  generally  gives  hini  another,  more  proper  to  the 
Jews,  because  he  had  tbjen  to  deal  with  Jews:  and  it 
would  not  have  been  proper  to  give  him  the  name  of 

n  w»t  &firn  dimmi{i§i,  kamftdTf,  »mi  mt^f  hffmfui  wdpr€  lfy«^»/itiMf^  &C.  Ckm, 
Strom,  vii.  sect  2.  p>  831. 
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FatheTj  in  the  Christian  sense,  while  disputing  against 
those  who  would  not  yet  own  him  a  Father  in  that  sense; 
for  it  would  have  been  begging  the  questions.  You  have 
therefore  drawn  strange  consequences  from  an  ima^na- 
tion  of  your  own,  which  never  entered  into  the  hfead  of 
Theophilus. 

But  you  observe  farther,  that  the  Son  (according  to 
Theophilus)  "  assumed  the  Person  (not  of  the  Father 
"  merely,  but)  of  (tow  ©mD,)  God  absolutely/*  That  is 
again  not  of  the  Father ^  but  of  the  Father:  for  it  is  the 
Father  he  means,  the  Person  of  the  Father,  by  to5  0foD, 
the  same  whom  he  had  just  before  called  the  "  Father 
*^  and  God  of  the  universe,'*  in  compliance  with  the  Pagan 
style.  And  what  cuts  off  all  your  criticisms  at  once, 
Theophilus  observes  there,  that  the  Son  being  God  ^  as 
God*s  Son,  appeared  to  Adam :  as  much  as  to  say,  that  if 
the  Son  had  not  been  God^  he  could  not  pretend  to  assert, 
that  he  was  the  Person  styled  in  Genesis,  Kugioj  6  ©ffoj, 
the  Lord  God.  But  being  really  God,  as  God's  Son^  there 
was  nothing  in  that  title  but  what  very  well  suited  his 
Person;  and  so  it  was  right  to  interpret  Gen.  iii.  8.  of 
him.  This  is  evidently  the  train  and  course  of  Theophi- 
lus's  thoughts  in  that  place ;  gradually  to  introduce  Au- 
tolychus  to  admit  God^s  Son  ;  and  therewith  the  Christian 
religion.  This  may  farther  show,  that  when  Theophilus 
speaks  of  the  Logons  assuming  the  **  Person  of  God,'*  he 
means  this,  and  only  this ;  that  he  acted  in  the  character 
and  capacity  of  the  eternal  God :  which  he  might  very  well 
do,  being  himself  very  God,  as  well  as  that  other  Person, 
his  Father,  called  "  God  and  Father  of  the  universe :"  and 
it  was  under  this  very  character  he  appeared  to  Adam  as 
his  Creator,  that  is,  as  ^  God  and  Father  of  all  things;" 
which  is  not  a  stronger  expression  than  K6pio$  6  Gsog,  the 
Lord  God  applied  to  him  by  Theophilus.  I  shall  only  add, 


(  See  my  Answer  to  Dr.  Whitby,  toL  U.  p.  251. 
^ifftru  etltrn  %7s  mm  r«f«y,  &C..  Tkeoph.  p.  130. 
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that  Theophilus  certainly  never  intended  to  assert  two 
Lord  Godsy  as  your  hypothesis  requires,  but  one  only, 
the  Father  with  the  Logos :  and  so  all  concludes  in  one 
God  supreme^  I  agreeably  to  my  principles. 

A.  D,  187.  Ir^njeus. 

My  argument  from  Irenssus  runs  thus :  "  Jehovah  that 
"  rained  upon  Sodom/*  (Gen.  xix.  24.)  God  calling  at  the 
bush,  and  saying,  ^'  I  am  the  God  of  Abraham,  &c."  (Elxod. 
iii.4,  6.)  «  The  mighty  God"  spoken  of,  Ps.  1.  The  God 
known  in  Judah,  (Ps.  Ixxvi.  i.)  6  ©tij  absolutely;  "God 
"  (6  ©fo^)  standing  in  the  congregation," (Ps,  Ixxxii.  i.) 
"  The  Jehovah  reigning,"  Ps.  xcix.  i .  The  God  and  Je- 
hovah mentioned.  Is.  xii.  2.  xxxv.  4.  Joel  iii.  i6.  Amos 
i.  a.  God,  who  has  none  like  him,  Mich.  vii.  18.  *^  God  (6 
'*0fo^)  that  came  from  Teman,"  H^b.iii.3.  He  that  is  all 
this,  is  the  **  one  God  supreme."  But  such  is  Christ, 
according  to  Irenaeus  :  therefore,  &c. 

You  have  little  here  but  repetition  of  the  same  thread- 
bare things:  that  Christ  "  was  not  the  one  supreme  God," 
that  is,  not  the  "  one  supreme  Father,"  which  you  con- 
stantly confound  with  the  other;  that  he  ministered, 
which  I  do  not  dispute,  for  he  died  too ;  that  ^^  he  ful- 
"  filled  the  Father's  commands,"  which  I  never  ques- 
tioned; that  the  Son  is  ^^  never  called  by  Irenaeus  the  one 
"  God,"  which  I  much  question,  and  have  proved  to  be 
false,  though  the  point  is  not  material ;  that  the  Son  *'  re- 
"  ceived  power  to  judge,"  that  is,  from  whom  he  re^ 
ceived  his  essence.  What  force  is  there  in  these  trite 
things  ?  You  add,  (p.  141.)  that  Exod.  iii.  4,  8.  is  applied 
by  Irenaeus  to  the  "  Father  only."  I  know  not  where ;  but 


i  lleophUus  quaking  of  woman  being  made  from  the  rti  of  the  man,  re- 
presents it  as  an  emblem  of  the  tUnfine  Unitp,  in  these  words. 

Mftm  T  liTMiirtv  i  Qiif  riif  yimuMt  uurv,  »«2  U§wmt  §i  Im  tit  #«fii«  ftU»,     J^he^^ 
phiL  p.  145. 

**  To  signify  the  mystery  of  the  Unity  (or  Monarchy)  of  God,  he  made 
«  for  him  a  wife,  (sa^dng,)  Jnd  they  two  thmU  he  <me  flesh, 
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I  am  sure  that  he  applies  verse  the  8th  to  the  Son  thrice*^. 
And  if  he  has  any  where  applied  it  to  the  Father  also,  the 
reason  may  be,  that  since  both  are  the  scttne  God,  the 
application  may  be  proper  to  either ;  which  may  be  like- 
wise answer  sufficient  to  what  you  observe  of  Exod.  iii. 
14,  15*  As  to  what  you  have  farther,  p.  142,  I  refer  to 
what  hath  been  said  under  a  former  article,  to  prove  that 
Father  and  Son  are  (according  to  Irenseus)  both  together 
one  God. 

A.  D.  192.  Clbmbns  Alexandrinus. 

My  argument  from  Clemens  is  to  this  effect : 
He  who  is  "  Jehovah,"  "  Almighty  God,*'  (Gen.  xvii. 
I,  2.)  **  Lord  God  of  Abraham,"  (Gen.  xxviiL  13.)  **God 
^'  of  Bethel,"  6  Giis,  (Gen.  xxxi.  13.)  and  "  Lord  God," 
{Exod.  XX.  a.)  is  the  "  one  God  supreme*"  But  such  is 
Christ,  according  to  Clemens :  therefore,  &c. 

Here  you  tell  me  (p.  T44.)  of  the  P^edagogue  being  a 
**  juvenile"  piece,  (which  is  more  than  you  knov^ ',)  or  if  it 
be,  it  is  of  never  the  less  authority,  if  not  contradicted  by 
his  riper  thoughts,  as  it  is  not.  You  refer  to  what  you 
had  said  above ;  and  I  refer  to  what  I  have  said  in  answer 
above.  But  you  farther  take  me  to' task  for  what  I  had 
said  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  ^5.  that'  Christ  spoke  the 
words,  "  I  am  the  Lord  thy  God,"  Exod.  xx.  a.  in  his 
own  Person,  according  to  Clemens  "*.  This  observation, 
which,  it  seems,  tenderly  affects  you,  you  call  *'absurd"and 
«  perfectly  ridiculous."  It  is  easy  to  give  hard  names ;  let 
lis  hear  your  arguments.  All  you  have  to  plead  is  this,  that 

^  Loquente  Filio  «d  Mory^tm ;  DeseffuU,  inqnit,  ery^trt  popuhim  hun€. 
Ipse  enim  est  qui  descendit^  &c.  Iren,  p.  180. 

Nescientes,  eum  qui  figura  loquutus  est  humana  ad  Abraham,  et  iterum  ad 
MoyseiDy  ^oentera,  Widens  vidi  veMtHonem,  &c.  Hiec  eaim  Filius^  qui  est 
Verbum  Dei,  ab  initio  pnsstruebat,  p.  236. 

Ipse  est  qui  dicit  Moysi,  Widens  vidi,  Slc,  ab  iaitio  assuetos.  Verbum  Dei 
asoepdere  et  descendere,  p.  241. 

1  See  Grabe*8  Instances  of  Defects,  p.  10. 

"^  HiiKtf  H  |«wy  \iyp  hk  rtS  tiai  irpt^tim^  imvrif  ifu!k»yu  irmimymyit  '"Eyit 
yi6^t9S  i  Bug  09,  i  i|«>«9^  rt  ht  ynt  Aiyvirrw,  Qem,  p.  131. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qu.  II.  OF  SOME  QUERIES.  135 

^^  Christ  18  there  observed  to  speak  in  his  otun  Person^  not 
<<  in  opposition  to  his  being  the  representative  of  the  Per- 
*^son  of  the  Father,  but  in  opposition  to  his  being  efce- 
^*  where  spoken  <^  in  the  third  Person."  Now,  I  grant  it 
was  not  intended  in  opposition  to  an  opinicto  which  no 
body  at  Uiat  tinie  was  wild  enough  to  hold  ;.but  while  he 
is  umii^  at  another  thing,  he.mi^t  accidentally  drop  a 
sentence  which  quite  overthrows  that  opinions  which  is 
the  truth  of  the  case.  For  what  can  be  plainer  than  the 
words,  ^la  iih  mpocoows,  in  his  cum  Person,  and  l^ctrrov  ofioAo- 
yf  I,  he  professes  himself  to  be  fmuiayoryh,  th^  Leader 
forth,  because  of  his  saying,  **  I  am  the  Lord  thy  God, 
**  who  M  forth  thee  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt  ?'*  I  trans- 
late leader  forth,  to  make  the  English  answer,  as  the  Greek 
vaidoeyfitfyoy  and  ^ayotyw¥  do.  Is  there  any  sense  in  what 
Clemens  says,  if  the  Person  there  speaking  was  thQ  Per- 
son of  the  Faiber,  or  any  oth^r  Person  but  the  Son  ?  But 
you  was  to  say  something  tp  ami^,  and  was  to  fill,  up 
the  rest  with  hard. words..  The  opposition  you  have  took 
notice  of,  does  not  at  ^1  altefr  the>case.  For  whether  the 
Scr^ttre  speaks  of  the  S^n  m  the  third,  or  he  oi  himself 
in  the^5l  Person,  it  is  stiU  tb^  Person >o{  Christ.   , 

A.  D.  ioS.   TERfULLIAN. 

My  argument  from  Tertullian  standi  thus; 

"  The  Lord  God"  mentioned,  CJen.  iii.  8, 9.  Jehovah  ap- 
pearing to  Abraham,  G^n.  xviii.  i,  13.  and  xix.  24.  The 
"  God  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob/'  Exqd.  iii.  4, 6.  The 
**  I  AM,"  Exod.  iii.  14.  The  God  spoken  of.  Is.  xxxv.  4. 
*'  The  God,  besides  whom  there  is  no  God,'*  (Is.  xlv. 
14,  15.)  he  is  the  **  one  true  God  supreme."  But  this  is 
Christ,  according  to  Tertullian  i  therefore,  &c. 

You  have  here  (p.  145.)  tWo  or  three  little  cavils,  which 
I  have  answered  above.  You  next  tell  me  that  Tertullian 
always  ^^  declares  Christ  to  have  appeared,  not  in  his  own 
^'  name,  hut  in  the  name  of  the  one  supreme  God."  But 
where  does  Tertullian  say  that  he  appeared  not,  or  con-* 
versed  not  in  his  ownngrne  ?  He  says  indeed  in  the  Fa/A^'5 

K4 


Digitized  by 


Google 


i3«  A  SECOND  DEFENCE        Qv.iu 

4 

nam€y  but  in  his  own  name  too^  the  name  and  nature  of 
either  being  common  to  both ".  He  took  no  nam&  but 
what  he  had  a  right  to:  nor  said  any  thing  of  Afm^^/f 
but  what  was  true  of  himself.  And  therefore  he  never 
said  /  am  the  Father^  though  he  often  said  I  am  God,  or 
Lord,  or  Almighty :  which  deserves  your  special  notice. 
I  allow  that  he  acted  in  the  Father's  nanie^  coming  with 
all  the  authority  of  the  Godhead,  common  to  both,  un- 
originately  in  the  Father,  derivatively  in  the  Son.  This  is 
coming  in  the  Father^s  name,  and  with  his  authority,  to 
exhibit  in  and  through  himself  all  the  majesty  and  dignity 
and  perfections  of  the  Godhead:  being  himself  a  full,  per- 
fect, and  adequate  transcript  or  image  of  all  that  the  Fa- 
ther is. 

You  would  have  it  thought  that  the  Father  was  *^  ab- 
**  solutely  invisible"  (according  to  Tertullian)  *^  on  ac- 
*^  count  of  his  supreme  majesty,  but  tbe  Son  visible,  as  a 
^^  comprehensible  part ;"  and  yet  you  very  well  know, 
that  Tertullian  did  not  allow  even  the  Son  to  be  visible  in 
his  divine  nature  o,  but  only  by  visible  symbols  voluntarily 
chosen.  And  all  the  peculiar  majesty  of  the  Father  lay 
only  in  this,  that  he  was  not  to  be  visible  in  any  way  at 
all;  because  he  was  not  to  minister  or  to  be  incarnate. 
But  will  you  persist  in  offering  the  most  palpable  abuses 
upon  your  readers  ? 

A.D.  240.  HippOLYTirs. 
Hippolytus  I  had  cited  for  one  text  oply,  his  applying 

^  Omnia,  inquit,  Pairis  mea  sunt:  cur  non  et  nominaf  TertuU,  conir. 
Prax.  cap.  17.    See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  31  >  &c. 

<*  Dicimus  eoiRi  et  Filium  suo  nomine  estenus  iMvinbUemi  qua  Sermo  et 
JSpmius  Dei :  ex  substantis  conditioner  jam  nunc,  et  qua  Deus,  et  3enno, 
et  Spiiitus.  yisibilem  autem  fuisse  ante  carnem  eo  modo  quo  didt,  &c.  7Vr- 
tuU,  conir.  Prax.  cap.  14. 

**  For  we  say  that  the  Son  abo,  in  his  own  Person,  was  invisible,  so  far  as 
<<  he  was  the  fFord,  and  Spirit  of  God:  and  he  is  so  also  bow,  as  God,  and 
**  the  fFord,  and  Spirit:  the  condition  (or  quality]  of  his  substance  requiring 
**  it.  But  tie  was  visible  before  his  incarnation,  in  such  a  way  as  he  says,*'  &c. 

Vid.  Bull.  D.  F.  p.  88.  Nourrii  App.  voL  ii.  p.  1310. 
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the  words  ^*  that  stretcbetb  out  the  heavens  like  a  cur- 
"  tain'*  (Is.  xl.  ai.)  to  Christ.  Whoever  looks  into  that 
chapter^  will  see  that  the  Person  of  whom  those  words 
were  spoken  is  ckscribed  all  the  way  in  characters  pe- 
culiar to  the  one  trve  Ood.  That  Person  therefore  being 
Christ,  according  to  Hippolytus,  the  consequence  is  evi- 
dent. You  have  little  to  say  in  answer,  but  what  has 
been  abundantly  replied  to  or  obviated  before.  So  1 
pass  on.  .      ^ 

A.  D.  237—244.  Oriobn. 

I  cited  Origen  but  for  two  texts,  Exod.  iii.  4, 6.  Psal.  xxiv. 
8, 10.  According  to  him  therefore  Christ  is  "  God  of  Abra- 
"  ham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob ;"  "Jehovah/'and  **  King  of  glory." 
"  You  see  not,"  it  seems,  **  how  this  proves  that  Origen 
^  thought  Christ  to  be  the  one  supreme  God.'*  It  dther 
proves  that,  or  else  that  Origen  thought  there  were  tfvo 
Gods  of  Abraham,  two  Lords  of  hosts :  which  yet  Origen, 
as  we  have  before  seen,  absolutely  denies.  So  much  for 
Origen. 

A.  D.  256.  Ctprian. 

My  ai^ument  from  Cyprian  runs  thus : 

He  that  is  ''  God  of  Bethel,**  Gen.  xxxv.  i.  "  The  Lord 
**  strong  and  migbty,**  **  Lord  of  hosts,**  Psal.  xxiv.  8,  10. 
He  that  said  *<  I  am  God,**  (Psal.  xlvi.  10.)  and  who  is  called 
^mighty  God,**and  **ourGod,**  Psal.l.  1,3.  The  God  arising, 
Psai.  Ixvfii.  I.  ^<  God  standing  in  the  congregation,*'  Psal. 
lxxxii.1.  "TheGodbesidewhom  there  is  none  else,**  Is.xlv. 
14, 15.  He  that  said,  ^^  I  am  Grod,  and  not  man,**  Hos.  xi.  9. 
The  Jehovah  spoken  of,  Zech.  x.  12.  ^'  The  God  in  compar 
"  rison  of  whom  none  other  shall  be  accounted  of,**  Baruch 
iii.  35*  He  that  is  all  this,  is  the  ^^  one  true  God  supreme.*' 
But  such  is  Christ,  according  to  Cyprian :  therefore,  &c. 

In  answer  hereto  you  tell  me  (p.  146.)  that  '*  Cyprian 
*^  has  not  one  word  to  my  purpose.**  But  let  the  reader 
judge  as  he  finds,  and  not  give  too  hasty  credit  to  your 
blunt  sayings.    You  tell  me  of  Cyprian's  styling  the  Fa- 
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ther  ^*  the  one  Grod,  who  is  Lord  of  all,  of  unequalled 
**  majesty  and  power:**  but  you  have  not  shown  that  this 
was  said  in  opposition  to^  or  exclusive  of,*  God  the  Son. 
Nay,  it  is  certain  it  was  not,  because  Cyprian,  in  his 
api^ication  of  the  texts  above  cited  to  Christ,  has  really 
.  said  as  high  and  as  great  things  of  him.  What  can  run 
higher  than  that  of  Baruch  ?  ^*  This  is  our  God,  and  there 
f^  shall  none  other  be  accounted  of  in  comparison  of  him/* 
You  have  nothing  farther  to  say,  but  that  **  Christ'*  (i.  e. 
during  his  humiliation  here  on  earth)  **  called  the  Father 
^*  his  Lord  and  God,*'  by  him  "  prayed  to  be  glorified," 
and  the  like.  Sure  you  do  not  expect  an  answer,  as  often 
as  you  bring  up  those  poor  things. 

A.  p.  1270.  Antiochian  Fathers. 

The  texts  which  these  Fathers  apply  to  Christ  are 
Geui  xviii.  1, 13.  Gen.  xxxi.  13.  Exod.  iii.  4,^6.  Isa.  xxxv. 
4.*xlv.  14,  15.  Hos.  xi.  9. 

The  argument  from  them  will  be  much  the  same  as 
that  of  others  before  recited.  You  plead,  that  "  these 
**  Bishops  are  so  far  from  declaring  the  Son  to  be  the  one 
"  supreme  Grod,  that  they  expressly,  on  the  contrary,  say, 
**  that  he  fulfilled  the  will  of  the  Father  in  the  creation  of 
"  all  things."  Wonderful !  So  far  from  declaxiBg  it,  that 
they  say  nothing  but  what  is  very  consistent  with  it,  or 
what  serves  to  confirm  it.  For  what  is  there  contrary  in 
bis  *»  fulfilling  the  will  of  the  Father  in  th6  creation?"  Or 
what  creature  could  ever  be  able  to  execute  so  high  a 
charged?  But  here  a^n  you  discover  what  it  is  you 
rely  on;  not  Scripture  or  Fathers^  but  two  or  thvcG  Jimcies 
of  your  own,  among  which  this  is  (me:  that  the  doctrine 
of  the  Unity f  as  held  by  the  Church,  is  n6t  consistent 
with  a  distinction  of  Persons^  ordery  a,nd  offices.  Might 
you  itot. therefore  better  plainly  own  to  the  woiW  that 
there  lies  all  the:  difficulty,  rather  than  amuse  ttitm  with 


i»  Labbfe,  torn.  i.  p.  846. 
<»  Sec  my  Simons,  vol.  H. 


i.  p.  43,  &c. 
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Scripture  and  Fathers^  only  to  draw  such  premises  as  ai)& 
readily  granted ;  at  least  by  me,  who  dispute  only  your 
conclusion  ?  You  repeat  some  things  about  the  absurdity 
of  the  Father's  appearing,  the  Son's  being  an  angel^  and 
the  like;  /which  have  been  before  answered,  and  need  not 
any  farther  notice. 

A.  D.  357.   NOVATIAN. 

This  author,  accordbg  to  order  of  time,  should  have 
come  in  before :  but  I  was  willing  to  postpone  him,  a^ 
you  had  done  i  because  I  t^^e  him  to  be  somewhat  parti* 
cular,  and  therefore  of  distinct  consideration ;  as  before 
hinted* 

My  argument  from  this  wnter  will  stand  thus : 

The  Jehovah  appearing  to  Abraham,  (Cren.  xviii.)  and 
raining  upon  Sodom,  (Gen.  xix.)  The  God  speaking  to 
Abraham,  (Gen.  xxi.)  «  The  God  of  Bethel,"  (Gen.  xxxi.) 
^  The  God  standing  in  the  coi^regation,''  (Ps.  Ixxxii^  The 
God  mentioned.  Is.  xxxv.  4.  The  Jehovah  from  Zion,  (Joel 
iii.Am.i.)  He  is  the  *^  one  true XJod.*'  But  such  is  Christ, 
accoiding  to  Novatian :  therefore.  Sec. 

I  have  intimated  my  doubts  of  Novatian  before,  as  to 
his  way  of  solving  the  Unity:  in  whicl^  he  appears  to  be 
various,  and  not  very  consistent  with  his  own  principles ; 
though  orthodox  in  the  main,  as  to  the  Son's  essential 
divinity.  The  Sabellian  abuse  of  the  phrase  one  Gody  I 
suppose,  might  make  him  the  more  scrupulous.  I  have 
sometimes  wondered  at  it,  consideribg  the  iitozx^  princi- 
ples of^  (hat  age,  appearing  in  the  authors  above  met>- 
tioned.  But  he  was  none  of  the  most  ju^ciousy  nor  with- 
out his  singularities;  as  is  plain  from  the  schism  begun 
by  him.  I  shall,  now  see  what  you  have  to  say  to  this, 
writer.  You  bring  up  (p.  148.)  the  whole  pretence  of 
God  the  Father  ]>§ing  ^^  immense,'*  and  "  c^nt^ined  in  no 
^*  place,*'  whereas  the  Son  might  be  contained^  &c*  A 
general  answer  has  been  already  given  to  this  out  of 
Bishop  Bull;  which  answer  is  so  full  and  certain,  that 
you  know  not  how  to  gainsay  it.     The  meaning  of  the 
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Fathers  wa&  no  more  than  this,  that  God  the  Father  never 
appeared  in  a  place,  no,  not  by  visible  symbols,  which  yet 
the  Son  did:  and  it  was  by  such  visible  symbols  only, 
that  the  Son  was  contained  in  a  place,  and  not  in  his 
divine  nature.  Novatian  himself  is  a  proof  of  this  matter ; 
for  he  expressly  asserts  the  omnipresence  or  immensity  of 
God  the  Son*^.  Your  other  objection  is,  that  Novatian 
speaks  of  the  Son  as  being  subditus,  subject  to  the  Father; 
which  is  meant  ^jnly  of  the  Son's  ministering  to  the  Fa- 
ther by  voluntary  condescension,  according  to  the  economy 
entered  into  from  the  Creadon :  so  that  this  is  far  from  prov- 
ing the  subjection  which  you  are  aiming  at,  viz.  a  natural 
and  necessary  subjection  of  a  precarious  being  to  his  God 
and  Creator.  Novatian  would  have  abhorred  the  thought. 
He  reserves  to  the  Father  solely  and  exclusively  the  title 
of  the  one  God,  on  account  of  his  supremacy  of  order  and 
qffice,  (which  I  think  a  false  way  of  speaking,)  at  the 
same  time  allowing  the  Son  to  be  of  the  same  nature  and 
substance;  which  is  plainly  maldng  the  Son  God  supreme, 
and  God  in  the  strict  sense,  according  to  just  propriety  of 
speech.  In  words  then,  he  may  seem  in  some  measure  to 
agree  with  you :  but  in  reality,  he  agrees  more  with  me ; 
differing  only  loquendi  modo,  or  citra  mysterii  substan- 
tiam,  from  the  Catholic  doctrine,  as  Petavius  himself  con- 
fesses of  him.   Pref.  in  T.  ii.  c.  5. 

A.  D.  318.  Lactantius. 

There  are  only  three  texts  cited  from  this  author: 
Isa.  xliv.  (L  xlv.  14,  15.  Baruch  iii.  35.  But  they  are 
wonderful  strong  and  expressive,  **  I  am  the  first,  and  I 
^^  am  the  last ;  and  besides  me  there  is  no  God :''  this  he 
understands  of  the  Father  and  Son  together.    <'  Surely 


r  Si  homo  tasiteuiiodo  Christus,  qtiomodo  adest  ubique  invocatus;  cum 
b»c  hominif  natora  non  ut,  sed  Dei,  ut  adesse  orani  loco  possit?  Novat, 
cap.  14. 

«  If  Christ  be  only  a  man,  how  comes  he  to  be  present  as  invc^ed  every 
**  where;  when  it  is  not  the  nature  of  man,  but  of  God,  to  be  ptesent  to  all 
"places?" 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qv.n.  OF  SOME  QUERIES.  J41 

*^  God  is  in  thee ;  and  there  is  not  another  God  besides 
"  thee,"  (so  he  expresses  it  in  his  Epitome:)  this  he  un- 
derstands of  Christ;  and  the  other  text,  out  of  Baruch,  is 
as  full  and  strong^.  One  thing  is  evident,  that  Lactantius 
never  dreamed  of  that  strict  force  of  exclusive  terms, 
which  you  are  used  to  insist  upon.  For  if  he  had,  he 
must  have  excluded  the  Father  himself  from  being  God, 
in  virtue  of  the  text  of  Baruch. 

You  have  nothing  of  moment  to  say  to  Lactantius*s 
citations,  which  are  directly  opposite  to  your  principles  : 
but  with  your  usual  air,  when  you  are  entirely  at  a  loss, 
you  would  seem  to  contemn  what  you  cannot  answer. 
All  you  can  pretend  is,  that  Lactantius  styles  the  Fa- 
ther Deus  summus  %  God  supreme :  and  yet  it  is  certain 
that  he  supposes  the  Son  to  have  the  same  nature  and 
substance  with  the  Father,  and  to  be  one  God  with  him  5 


*  Unnm  esse  Deum  tam  Patrem  quam  nUum,  Esaias  in  illo  exemplo 
quod  superius  posuimus*  ostendit  cum  diceret:  jfdortthuni  ie,  et  te  depreca- 
biuUWf  quoniam  in  ie  Deus  est,  et  non  est  aiRusprstter  te,  Lact,  Inst.  lib. 
\Y,  cap.  29.  JSpitom.  cap.  44. 

Sed  et  alio  loco  similiter  lut.  Sic  dicit  Deus  rex  Isrciel,  et  qui  eruit  eum 
Deus  tetemus :  Ego  primus  et  ego  navissimus,  et  prmter  me  non  est  Deus, 

Cum  duas  personas  proposuisset  Dd  regis,  id  eat  Cfaritti,  et  Dei  Patris 

ad  utramque  personam  referens,  intulit,  et  prater  me  non  est  Deus,  cum 
posset  ^cerejfrater  nos :  sed  fas  non  erat  plurali  numero  separationem  tant8e 
necessitadinis  fieri.  Lib.  iv.  cap.  29. 

Item  Jeremias.  Hie  Deus  noster  est  et  non  deputahitur  alius  absque  iilo, 
&c.  Lactant,  Epit*  cap.  zliV.  p.  116, 

'  Ujius  est  enim  solus  liber  Peus,  summus,  caiens  origine ;  quia  ipse  est 
origo  rerum,  et  in  eo  simul  et  Fllius  et  omnia  continentur.  Quapropter  cum 
mens  et  Toluntas  alterius  in  altero  sit;  ycl  potlus  in  utroque  una^  merito 
unus  Deus  uterque  appeHatur :  quia  qnicquid  -est  in  Patre  ad  FUium  trans- 
flnit,  et  qnicquid  est  in  FlBo  a  Patre  descendit.  Laxt,  Inst,  lib.  iv.  cap.  29. 

Tlie  irords  et  omnia  here  seem  to  come  in  very  strangely.  Lactantius 
must  tiiink  the  omnia  to  be  contained  in  the  Father  much  otherwise  than  the 
Son  is :  else  how  should  he  prore  the  Son  one  God  with  Hat  Father,  without 
proving  the  same  of  every-  thing  else,  as  well  as  of  him,  by  the  same  argu- 
ment? Qu.  Whether  rerum  and  omnia  may  npt  be  understood  .of  things  di- 
vine? all  that  is  divine  or  adorable  in  such  a  sense  as  Tertullian  speaks: 

Unus  omnia,  dum  ex  uno  omnia,  per  substantias  scilicet  unitatem. 

Here  omnia  stands  only  for  the  divine  Persons.  Amobius  says.  In  hoc 
omne  quod  colendum  es(  coUmus, 
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which  is  what  I  call  making  the  Son  God  supreme :  and 
the  author  cannot  be  more  plainly  opposite  to  my  princi- 
ples in  iht  former  part,  than  he  is  to  yours  in  the  latter. 
If  the  parts  are  not  reconcileable^  his  evidence  is  nuUj  and 
of  no  account  on  either  side.  But  I  conceive,  the  author 
may  he  reconciled  by  a  candid  construction  of  Deus  suni^ 
mus;  either  considered  as  opposed  only  to  Pagan  deities, 
or  as  being  an  inaccurate  expression  for  summus  Pater, 
the  supreme  Father,  by  which  the  author  himself  inter- 
prets it,  and  meaning  no  more  than  that  be  is  supreote  in 
order  or  o^ce ;  which  I  allow«  See  Le  Nourryf  Apparat^ 
vol.  ii.  p.  353. 

A.  D.  335.  EusEBius. 

What  you  were  deficient  with  respect  to  Lactantius, 
you  endeav6ur  to  make  up  in  regard  to  Eusebius.  Here 
you  insult  unmercifully :  a  plain  sign  that  your  forbearing 
to  do  the  like  upon  other  u/riters,  is  not  owing  to  your 
civility  or  modesty,  but  to  something  else.  The  "  learned 
"  world"  must  be  called  in,  and  stand  **  amazed"  at  my 
"  presumption :"  as  if  none  of  the  learned  world  had  ever 
taken  Eusebius  to  have  any  thing  orthodox  upon  the 
Trinity.  I  gave  a  caution  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  2g. 
note"*,  in  r^ard  to  Eusebius  :  and  it  so  stood  in 
three  editions  before  you  published  your  piece.  This 
was  on  purpose  to  intimate,  that  I  did  not  pretend  to 
claim  Eusebius  as  entirely  on  my  side ;  but  only  so  far. 
And  with  the  like  moderation  I  have  always  spoke  of 
Eusebius,  in  my  Sermons,  and  elsewhere,  because  I  would 
not  deceive  my  reader,  nor  be  confident  where  a  point  is 
disputable.  Learned  men  know  how  both  andents  and 
iinoderns  have  differed  in  their  opinions  of  this  man.  Hi- 
lary, Jerome,  Photius,two  Nicephoruses,the  second  Coun- 
cil of  Nice,  Baronius,  Perron,  Petavius,  Noris,  Sandius, 
Le  Clerc,  and  others,  and  at  length  Montfaucon,  have 
charged  him  with  Arianism :  on  the  other  hand,  Socrates, 
Theodorit,  Gelasius  Cyzicenus,  Camerarius,  Chamier, 
Calovius,  Peter  du  Moulin,  Flcnre^tinus,  Valesius,  Bull, 
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Cave,  Fabriciusu/clefend^  or  at  least  excuse  him.  Atha- 
nasius  ^  seems  to  have  thought  that  he  was  once  an  A  nan, 
but  at  length  came  over  to  the  Catholic  side.  EfNpba- 
nius  says^  he  was  too  much  inclined  to  the  Arian  way ; 
and  the  learned  Pagi  (as  an  ingenious  gentleman  T,  from 
whom  I  have  borrowed  part  of 'this  account,  has  ob- 
served) confesses  he  knows  not  what  to  make  of  him.  Now, 
in  such  cases  as  these,  however  firmly  persuaded  a  man 
may  be,  on  Ms  or  that  side ;  yet  in  pure  modesty  and 
deference  to  men  of  name  and  character  in  the  learned 
world,  one  would  speak  with  caution  and  reserve :  and 
there  cannot  be  a  surer  argument  of  a  little  mind,  than  to 
be  in&uldng  and  confident  on  such  occasions.  After  all, 
the  main  qtjiestion  is  very  little  concerned  in  this  other 
about  Eusebius;  who  cannot  justly  be  reckoned  anK>ng 
the  Ante-Nicene  writers,  (to  whose  indifferent  judgment 
we  appeal,)  as  living  and  writing  after  the  time  that  Arius 
had  broached  his  heresy ,  and  raised  a  faction  against  the/ 
Church;  to  which  Eusebius,  by  affinity  and  party ^  (and 
perhaps  npon  principle  too,)  appears  to  have  leaned.  He 
iBay  however  be  a  good  evidence  of  what  the  Church 
taught,  in  those  very  points  which  he  endeavoured,  by  a 
novel  turn,  or  by  some  private  constructions  of  his  own, 
to  warp  from  their  ancient  intendment  and  significancy. 
And  though  1  cannot  pretend  to  say  that  he  comes  en- 
tirely into  that  scheme  which  I  defend,  yet  sure  I  am  that 
he  can  never  be  reconciled,  upon  the  whole,  to  yours. 

It  would  be  tedious  to  run  through  all  you  have  cited 
from  him :  it  might  fill  a  volume  to  discuss  this  single 
question  about  Eusebius.  I  shall  content  myself  there- 
fore with  a  few  strictures,  just  to  abate  your  excessive 
confidence.  I  have  admitted  that  Eusebius  did  (as  some 
other  very  worthy  men  have  also  done)  magnify  the  glory 
of  unoriginateness  rather  too  far;  as  if  it  were  a  distinct 


0  Fabridns,  Biblioth.  Gr»c.  vol.  vi.  p.  32. 

^  Vid,  Athanas.  Ep.  ad  Afros^  p.  896. 

r  Mr.  Thirlby,  Answer  to  Mr.  Whiston,  p.  79, 
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perfection^  and  not  a  relation  only,  or  mode  of  eocislencej 
as  the  Catholics  taught :  yet  you  will  not  find  that  Euse- 
bius  denies  the  necessary  existence  or  eternity  of  the  Son ; 
however  not  after  the  Nicene  Council.  If  you  have  a 
mind  to  gain  Eusebius  to  your  side,  do  not  endeavour  it 
by  false  reports  and  manifest  untruths;  lest  the  reader 
suspect  you  even  in  what  you  xmy  justly  plead  from  him. 
You  scruple  not  to  say,  (p.  J  50.)  as  from  Eusebius^  that 
the  Son  is  **  styled  God  and  Lord  on  account  of  his  hav- 
"  ing  received  all  power  and  authority  from  the  Father, 
^'  and  ministering  to  all  his  commands  i'  which,  in  eflfect, 
is  making  a  Photinian  or  Samosatenian  of  hini.  He  no 
where,  that  1  know  of,  says  any  such  thing :  nor  do  the 
places  you  refer  to  prove  any  thing  like  it  5  unless  saying 
that  Christ  is  Godj  as  being  our  Creator  ',.  be  the  sacne  as 
saying  he  is  God  on  account  of  receiving  authority ^  &c. 
Eusebius's  constant  way  of  accounting  for  the  Son's  be- 
ing Godi  is  by  resolving  it  into  his  being  God^s  Son^y  and 
his  thereby  copying  out  a  perfect  resemblance  of  the  Fa* 
ther:  and  he  makes  him  **  by  nature  great  God*>*'  on 
that  very  account.  In  one  place  more  besides  that  be- 
fore mentioned,  he  calls  him  Godj  as  being  our  Creator,  or 
Maker ^:  unless  it  be  there  meant  of  the  Father;  which 
if  it  be,  it  shows  that  Eusebius's  looking  r^n  Chri&t  as 
God  because  Creator,  was  no  lessening  consideration.  The 
reader  may  well  wonder,  after  this,  what  could  move  you 
to  make  so  strange  and  false  a  representation  of  an  au- 
thor. I  may  farther  hint,  that,  according  to  Eusebius, 
the  Son  could  not  be  God,  if  he  were  produced  1^  «'x  Svrm, 

*  "On  }i  yivfirSp  airdtrvf  »$^nyttrea  vm  h'  m.Ww  ytytpfifiujutv,  it  £*  «tr«»rwi> 

»«)  fatrn^,  »at  fia^tkiuf  avaytfivtra  &v,    JEuseb,  EccL  Theol.  lib.  ii.  p.  1 1  ] . 
»  Euseb.  Dem.  Evang.  p.  146,  213,  227. 
Contra  Mare.  p.  7,  62,  6S,  69,  72,  111,  123,  127. 
Comm.  in  Psalm,  p.  534,  634. 

Xoy»t,   Euseb.  in  Psalm,  p.  629. 

<  Kv^its  fifiM*  \grn  its  ^•vA^vy,  %»)  BtH  its  irXwrfif .    Euseb,  Cam.  in  I^sal. 
p.  645. 
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from  nothingy  or  did  not  participate  of  the  Father^s  divi-- 
nity  d.  How  does  this  suit  with  your  notion  of  his  God- 
ship  being  owing  to  his  receiving  of  authority  ?  You  next 
produce  a  passage  where  Eusebius  is  arguing  that  the 
Father,  or  God  ot^er  all,  could  not  have  appeared,  because 
it  is  "  impious  to  say  God  was  changed  •/'  and  this  you 
leave  with  yQur  reader.  You  add  another  passage  of  like 
kind  to  it:  *^  It  can  no  way  be  said  that  the  unbegotten 
^^  and  immutable  essence  of  Grod  supreme  was  changed 
^*  into  the  form  of  a  man."  This  also  you  leave  for  any 
simple  reader  to  imagine,  that  Christ,  who  took  upon 
him  human  form,  is  not,  according  to  Eusebius,  of  im- 
mulable  essence,  but  subject  to  change.  Yet  Eusebius 
certainly  meant.no  more  than  that  it  was  not  so  suitable 
to  the  majesty  of  the  first  Person,  (whom  he  calls  indeed 
supreme  God,  in  contradifttinction  to  the  Son,)  to  submit 
to  take  upon  him  any  visible  symbols^  or  to  be  incarnate: 
As  to  the  nature  and  essence  of  the  Son,  he  believed  it  to 
be  absoluXe\y  immtttable^y  and  liable  to  no  change,  as  well 
as  the  Father's.  Wherefore  though  Eusebius  does  insist 
on  the  suprernacy  of  the  Father,  more  than  other  writers 
before  him,  (which  might  bring  him  under  the  suspicion 
of  Arianizingy)  this  is  in  a  manner  all  he  can  be  said  to 
agree  with  you  in,'  being  directly  opposite  to  you  in  the 
main  points  of  your  scheme.  Such  men  as  Dr.  Gudworth, 
Bp.  Fowler,  and  others  amongst  us,  might  perhaps  have 
claimed  Eusebius  as  their  own :  you  and  your  friends  are 
quite  of  another  stamp;  though  you  are  willing  to  seek 

*  Euseb.  Ecd.  Th.  p.  69.   See  below,  p.  149., 

*  hiiwv  avris  fr»^/y  &Sk«t  (u»s  ^  v^  rtfrtr  v»^et  rif  iretr^)  ?v*  Sr%  fitruCaXitv 
^  si^tAv,     4{ii\  riiv  th^iaf  X^M^if  •  i^m^S,  &C.     Etueh.  OrtU,  Pcttieg^ 

cap.  3tiv.  p.  761. 

X§is^T§g  £f  xed  ar^t^ret  is  ©ug,     Euseh,  in  Psdl.  p.  185. 

**  He  performed  all  thiogs  by  the  man  he  bad  assumed  —  Contiouing 
**  immaterial  in  himself,  such  as  he  had  been  before  this,  with  tbe  Father, 
«'  without  any  change  of  his  substance.  Nor  did  he  suffer  ai^  thing  in  re« 
**  spectof  his  substance,  being  impassible. 

*'  Being  found  in  fashion  83  a  man,  he  might  $eem  to  undergo  na  small 
**  change,  though  unchfWgwhU  and unwmakU as  God" 

VOL.'IIl.  L 
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some  cover  and  countenance  from  the  few  tkmgs  wherein 
they  agreed  with  you.  The  next  passage  you  cite  (p.  15a.) 
proves  no  more  than  that  Eusebius  strained  the  point  of 
the  Father's  supremacy  too  high,  in  calling  the  Son  a 
second  Lord;  which  second  however  was,  in  his  opinion, 
in  a  manner  infinitely  higher  and  more  excellent  than  your 
scheme  makes  him,  by  depriving  him  of  necessary  exist" 
enccy  and  reducing  him  therrt)y  to  a  creaturcj  which  Eu- 
sebius declares  against  more  than  once.  And  though  I 
will  not  undertake  to  clear  Eusebius  of  Tritheismy  or  Di- 
theism; yet  it  appears  plainly  enough  to  me,  that  he 
was  very  far  from  Arianism;  at  least,  after  the  Nicene 
Council. 

As  to  the  next  text,  about  which  I  appeal,  you  pretend 
that  Eusebius  is  expressly  Against  roe.  Why?  Because 
he  says  that  the  Son  is  not  h  hA  mmm^  that  is,  he  is  not 
the  supreme  Father:  which  is  all  you  could  make  of  many 
the  like  places  in  Eusebius;  were  there  not  others  still 
stronger  elsewhere.  I  could  show  you  where  Eusebius 
styles  the  Son  9iof  rm  7Xcov%  and  6  0fo^  rSv  Sxmpi,  and 
might  translate  supreme  God,  as  you  do  6  M  m&nowy  were 
there  nothing  else  to  be  considered  in  this  matter.  But  I 
will  not  deceive  my  readers.  No?  is  there  any  such  pe- 
culiar force  in  the  words  6  M  v&nwv  0td;,  that  Eusebius 
might  not^  as  well  as  the  Phrygian  martyrs,  apply  them 
to  the  Sonb.  B^t  i  attend  to  the  sense,  not  to  the  phrase. 
To  proceed : 

You  grow  bolder  in  your  next  page,  (154,)  pretending 
to  tell  me,  from  a  passage  in  Eusebius,  that  '^  the  ancient 
*^  Church  worshipped  Christ,  not  as  being  the  one  su- 
**  preme  God,  but  to  the  ^ory  of  the  Father  who  dwelt 
"  in  him,  and  from  whom,  says  Eusebius,  he  received  the 
'*  honour  of  being  worshipped  as  God.** 

f  Eiifleb.  contr.  M>unc  p.  67>  70. 

c  Euseb.  Dem.  Erafig.  p.  11. 

i>  T0»  M  wAvrm  »ii9  xt^**  itrtCm/iim.  Euieb,  Ecel  I^i.  fib.  th!. 
cap.  11. 

*0  i«2  mrdfrm,  j^  Imk  wdvrmPy  ^  U  mm^t*  i^mftipHf  w%  ^  i^Hm9,  IrMn^uifAtfg 
rtiu  ^iv  }Jy»s.    Euieb.  Orot.  Ptat^gfr,  cup.  i.  p.  TIS. 
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The  reader  will  easily  see  the  drift  and  purport  of  these 
rash  words ;  for  which  you  have  not  one  syllable  of  proof. 
Whatever  may  be  thought  of  Eusebius,  the  ancient  Cfuirch 
stands  perfectly  clear ;  as  shall  be  shown  in  due  time  and 
place.  As  to  your  cavil  upon  the  words  of  Eusebius, 
[EccL  Hist.  lib.  i.  cap.  3.)  I  refer  to  Valesius's  Notes  for 
an  answer.  Nothing  more  certain,  than  that  Eusebius 
ordinarily  founds  the  worship  of  the  Son  upon  his  being 
naturally  Son  of  Godj  or  very  God'K  If  he  contradicts 
this  in  his  comment  on  Isa.  xlv.  15.  he  is  the  less  to 
be  regarded,  'as  being  inconsistent :  and  it  is  one  great 
prejudice  against  the  notion,  that  among  fifteen  Christian 
writers  who  have  considered  and  quoted  that  text^,  he  is 
the  only  one  that  ever  drew  so  wild  a  consequence  from 
it.  But  the  truth  is,  Eusebius  never  had  a  thought  of 
what  your  words  insinuate  of  him.  JLet  him  but  explain 
himself,  and  all  will  be  very  right.  It  depends  upon  Eu- 
lebius's  notion  of  the  Father's  inhabitation;  which  he. 
fully  lays  open  in  another  place* :  where  he  tells  us,  that 
the  Father  in  the  generation  of  the  Son  communicated  of 
his  fulness,  the  fulness  of  his  Godhead^  without  division 
or  separation;  and  it  is  in  this  respect  that  inliim  "dwell- 
"  eth  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead :"  so  that  the  wor- 
shipping  of  Christ  as  having  the  Father  dwelling  in  him, 
comes  to  the  same  with  worshipping  him  as  being  God  of 
God^  eternally  begotten"*  of  the  Father;  which  is  Eu- 


»  Oim  TMf  M0t^aXM  ^f«v  vrcuim  ynirisv,  g  miri^w  w^t^xunTr^cct.  Euseb,  EccL 
Hist  Kb.  X.  p.  468. 

Vid.  Ecd.  Thcolog.  p.  69,  111. 

^  Hippolytiis  contr.  NoSt  cap.  iv.  p.  8.  Cyprian,  adv.  Jud.  lib.  ii.  cap.  6. 
TertalHan.  oontr.  Prax.  cap.  13.  Patres  Aiitiocbeiu»  p.  845.  tActaatius  Epit. 
et  Institut  HUarius,  p.  849.  CyrilU  Catech.  p.  156.  Athanasius,  p.  491,  686. 
HieronTmiis  in  loc.  Epiphanius,  vol.  i.  p.  486.  Ambros.  de  Fid.  lib.  i.  cap.  2. 
Marins  Victorin.  lib.  i.  p.  261.  Gregor.  Nananz.  p.  733.  Zeno  Vcronens.  de 
Natiy.  Christi,  1250. 

1  £asd>.  oontr.  Marcell.  Hb.  i.  cap.  2.  p.  62. 

■  T^^  Jt9miX9  ytmi^ufs,  Euseb.  m  P$al,  p.  15.  'A/Jw  yUm^tv,  Euseb, 
(mtr.  Marc,  p.  73. 
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sebius's  doctrine.    And  thus  Eusebius  agrees  well  with 
Hilary",  and  other  Catholic  Fathers. 

You  go  in  triumph  (p.  155.)  in  the  most  extraordinary- 
manner,  imputing  to  me  whatever  first  comes  into  your 
head.    All  I  was  to  prove  from  Eusebius  was,  that  the 
texts  there  cited  were  applied  to  Christ;  "  determining 
^*  nothing  of  his  other  principles,'*  as  I  expressly  noted 
in  p.  23,  vol.  i.     Yet  neither  you,  nor  any  man   else, 
can  ever  clear  Eusebius  of  the  charge  of  Polytheism 
and  self-contradiction^  if,  notwithstanding  the  applying 
these  texts  to  Christ,  he  did  not  think  him  the  one  true 
God.    And  if  he  had  learned  of  the  Arians  a  navel  way 
of  eluding  an  argument  which  the  Catholics  before  him 
knew  nothing  of,  nor  ever  used;  he  is  still  a  witness  of 
the  Church's  application  of  those  texts,  (which  is  what  I 
cited  him  for,)  though  it  be  against  his  own  principles. 
But  I  am  not  yet  satisfied  that  Eusebius  differed  in  any 
main  doctrine^  except  it  were  in  the  manner  of  expressing 
the  Unity;  still  believing  the  essential  divinity  of  God 
the  Son.    You  cite  Montfaucon  as  charging  Eusebius 
with  Arianism  ;  at  the  same  time  telling  us,  that  he  erro- 
neously calls  it  Arianism.    But  if  that  learned  man   did 
not  know  what  Arianism  is,  he  might  more  easily  mistake 
in  determining  of  Eusebius's  doctrine ;  which  is  a  much 
more  intricate  business.    The  truth  is,  that  learned  and 
judicious  roan  understood  very  well  what  Arianism   is, 
and  is  guilty  of  no  error  in  that  respect :  but  as  to  his 
judgment  of  Eusebius,  it  is  not  so  entirely  to  be  depended 
on.    After  he  has  given  us  a  sketch  of  Eusebius*s  doc- 
trine, as  being  Arian,  he  does  not  yet  pretend  to  reconcile 
all  Eusebius's  doctrine  to  that  scheme,  to  make  him^  in 
the  whole,  a  consistent  writer  :  but  he  still  seems  to  sus- 
pect that  he  may  be  found  ^rious  and  repugnant;  which 
at  last  is  rather  making  him  a  neutral,  than  clear  for  any 

■>  Deus  enim  in  eo  est :  et  in  quo  est  Deus,  Dens  est  Non  enim  Decis  in 
diyerss  atqne  aKenae  a  se  nature  habitaeulo  est,  sed  in  sno,  atque  ex  se 
genito  manet,  Deus  in  Deo,  quia  ex  Deo  Deus  est.  Hilar,  de  TSnm.  lib.  v. 
cap.  40.  p.  851. 
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side®.  Nor  do  I  think  it  would  be  diffictilt  to  acquit 
Eusebius  of  the  charge  of  Arianisniy  at  least  from  th6 
time  of  the  Nicene  Council. 

It  is  plain  enough  that  he  does  not  ordinarily  (for  I 
must  except  a  passage  before  cited)  make  Father  and  Son 
one  principle f  or  one  God;  upon  which  chiefly  Montfaucon 
founds  his  charge  of  Arianism.  He  did  not  consider  that 
a  man  might  assert  the  eternity  and  necessary  existence  of 
the  Son,  and  yet  throw  the  supremacy  and  Unity  of  God' 
head  upon  the  Father  alone,  as  self-existent  and  God  in  a 
higher  sense ;  which  others  have  done  besides  Eusebius ; 
though,  I  think,  not  very  judiciously  or  consistently. 
Montfaucon  takes  too  much  advantage  of  Eusebius's  De^ 
monstratio  Evangelicay  or  other  pieces,  wrote  before  the 
Ck)uncil  of  Nice,  and  contradicted  or  corrected  in  several 
points  afterwards  by  the  same  Eusebius.  I  will  give  two 
or  three  examples.  In  his  Demonstration  he  makes  the 
Son  to  be  ^fnipyyiiuL^.  In  his  dispute  with  Marcellus  he 
plainly  retracts  and  contradicts  il<l.  In  his  Demonstration ^ 
he  pretends  that  nothing  can  be  properly  said  to  be  If  «x 
flWflov,  without  doubt  to  gratify  the  Arians,  that  they  might 
in  a  certain  sense  deny  the  Son  to  be  If  »x  Svroov.  But  in 
his  piece  against  Marcellus,  he  asserts  plainly  that  crea- 
tures are  If  »x  ovrow*,  meaning  that  they  come  from  non- 
existence into  existence^  (which  is  the  true  signification  of 
the  phrase,)  at  the  same  time  denying  that  the  Son  is  Ix 
(*^  orroj,  in  the  same  sense  of  the  phrase*.    Wherefore  the 

*  Quod  ai  in  his  Euaebias  secum  pugnare  deprehenditar ;  id  sane  proprium 
erroris  est,  ut  consistere  non  valeat,  sibique  ipsi  adversetar.  Prwlim,  m 
Eiueh,  p.  28. 

P  Tix««y  rtXi/tf  itifcti^ynf***    Demonstr,  lib.  iv.  cap.  '2.  * 

4  TS  i\  i|  MVTtv  ^vvr§t  tnri  §vx  &t  "h^iAiM^ii  Xi;^^i/«f.  JSuseb,  contr.  Marc, 
p.  68. 

r  Mnstirt  tikiytf  ^mvai  hTf  l|  in  tvrm  Cttmi  r)  rS»  (trrtn,  Euseh.  Dem.  Hb.ir. 
cap.  i.  p.  145. 

*  Enscb.  contr.  Marcel,  p.  68,  150, 152,  166. 

*  Ibid.  p.  67,  68,  69,  160.  • 

I  shall  h&ce  cite  one  passage,  being  a  pretty  remarkable  one. 

o;  H  )w  }i9r$f  v^Tifm^etf,  vn?  fih  ityirmrtf,  ri»f  J*  l{  *«  Sfrtt  xrt^^taf,  tw 
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learned  Mountfaucon  does  not  do  justioe  to  Eusebius, 
when  he  imputes  to  him  the  opbion-of  the  Arians,  that 
the  Son  passed  from  non-existence  to  existence :  for  Eu^ 
sebius  plainly  denies  the  Son  to  be  U  t5  /xif  Srros,  in  the 
same  sense  that  he  affirms  it  of  creatures ;  and  therefore 
must  deny  his  passing  out  of  non-existence  to  existence, 
unless  he  were  the  greatest  prevaricator  and  sbufBer  una* 
ginable.     If  it  be  said  that  he  intended  that  creatures 
were   not   made  out  of  any  thing  preexisting,  he  must 
then  affirm  that  the  Son  was  out  of  something  preexist- 
in£ :"  and   then  let  any  man    tell   me  what   he   could 
mean  by  it;  except  it  were  that  he  existed  be/ore  kis ^ 
generation,  having  been  eternally  in  and  with  the  Father ; 
of  the  same  homogeneous  divine  substance  that  the  Fa- 
ther is.     But  my  persuasion  is,  that  Eusebius  believed 
eternal  generation ;  and  if  so,  it  i9  plain  enough  what  he 
meant  by  denying  the  Son  to  be  Ix  /xi^  oVro$.     It  does  not 
appear  to  me  that  Eusebius  denied  the  Son  to  be  kS^o^y 
though  I  know  Montfaucon  charges  him  with  it;  and 
there  are  more  passages  than  one  ^  that  say  something 
very  like  it.    Eusebius  was  very  earnest  in  his  charge 
against  Marcellus,  and  was  ready  to  put  any  the  most 
invidious  construction  upon  his  words.    As  often  there- 
fore as  Marcellus  had  made  the  Son  oJSio^y  Eusebius  con^ 
strues  it  iiyiyvr^ro^,  that  he  might  reduce  him  to  an  ab* 
surdity;  and  believing  perhaps  that  aiSioj  and  oyAviiro^, 
upon  Marcellns's  hypothesis,  went  .together  and  resolved 
into  one.     In  this  sense  only  I  conceive  Eusebius  to  have 
denied  the  Son  to  be  aJJio^.    And  if  any  one  narrow^ly 
examines  the  passages,  he  may  find  good  reason  to  believe 
that  this  is  real  fact. 

»  i^^ht  S»rm»  mriffii  -met^irnXXifuvf.    MfcL  TKtoh  lib.  t.  cap.  10. 

*<  They  that  admit  two  Mppostases,  one  unbegotten  and  the  other  created 
^'  from  nothing,  do  indeed  make  one  Gfd;  but  in  thdr  scherae,  tbe  Son  wiU 
«  be  no  Son,  nor  mUy-hegoUen,  no,  nor  Lord,  nior  Crotff  baring  no .  oem- 
<<  mnnionof  the  Father's  Godhead,  but  being  likened  to  the  rest  of  the  cre». 
'*  tures,  as  having  existed /roNi  nothing" 

«  Euseb.  oontr.  Marcell.  p.  35,  IO69 119. 
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It  may  be  questioned  whether  ever  Marcellus  asserted 
the  Son  to  be  &yim^^.  But  EuseUus  charged  it  upon 
him  as  a  consequence  of  his  hypothesis  ;  and  laid  hold  of 
oSm^  as  implying  it,  and  meaning  as  much  with  Marcellus, 
who  denied  any  antemundane  generation.  But  to  return. 
To  show  me  1k>w  low  an  opinion  Eusebius  had  of  God 
the  Son,  you  quote  part  of  his  comment  on  Psalm  cix. 
(which  I  cannot  find  there,)  intimating  that  ^*  by  the 
^  laws  of  nature  the  father  of  every  ^on  is  his  lord  ;'* 
and  therefore  God  the  Father  is  Lord  and  God  of  the 
Son.  Admitting  this  rule,  I  suppose  by  the  same  laws  of 
nature,  every  Son  is  of  the  same  nature  with  his  Father, 
and  as  such  equal  ;jLnd  so  let  the  similitude  ser\'e  equally, 
if  you  please,  for  both.  But  since  you  produce  one  testi- 
mony, as  you  say,  from  that  book,  (from  Eusebius  on  the 
Psalms,)  give  me  leave,  in  my  turn,  to  produce  some  few 
of  a  very  contrary  strain  to  what  you  would  wish. 

1.  I  shall  first  remind  you  of  Eusebius's  accounting 
for  Christ's  prayingy  praying  as  man  for  things  which 
himself  could  bestow,  or  dispose  of  as  God^.  This  seems 
to  run  cross  to  two  of  your  principles.  One  of  which  is, 
that  Christ  being  a  subject  is  to  refer  all  grants  entirely  to 
his  Sovereign:  the  other  is,  that  the  speaking  of  Christ 
in  two  distinct  capacities,  in  the  manner  Eusebius  does, 
you  would  call  absurd,  (as  in  p.  ^33.)  as  if  part  of  Christ 
prayed,  and  another  part  did  not  pray;  which  is  your 
profane  way  of  ridiculing  a  distinction  universally  made 
use  of  by  the  primitive  churches,  and  held  sacred  amongst 
them. 

2.  I  must  next  observe  to  you,  that,  according  to  Eu- 
sebius, Christ  is  Creator  of  all  things,  {iwuvrcov  ^rip^itipyi$r,) 
not  only  so,  but  6  moiriT^^^  also,  and  he  created  all  things 

i  ^uftfymr0f  ri  ti^i*  wmr^it.  *EH$eb,  flPt  Piai,  p.  53.  Md.  p.  142,  3S6,  698. 
7  'o  w^f^m  HM^yi#  i  Wf  i»fS  vlU.    Euteb,  m  Piah  p.  89.  Vid.  p.  90, 
125>Sd4. 

Euteb.  m  PsaL  p.  630. 
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by  bis  own  power  \  This  b  a  step  beyond  what  Dr, 
Clarke  is  yet  advanced. to;  who  often  talks  of  the  Son's 
creating  by  the  power  of  the  Father,  and  interprets  Heb.i.3. 
"  the  upholding  all  things  by  the  Word  of  his  power," 
of  the  Father's  power ;  but  is  not  yet  come  to  say,  that 
it  is  by  the  Son's  own  power.  If  he  does  not  here  con- 
tradict Eusebius,  he  is  however  vastly  short  of  him  ;  and 
has  not  yet  discovered  any  such  honourable  thoughts  of 
God  the  Son  as  Eusebius  has  done. 

3.  Eusebius  does  not  scruple  to  give  the  Son  the  title 
of  only  God\  believing  it  to  have  been  him  that  so  called 
himself,  in  opposition  to  strange  Gods,  and  challenging 
the  Jewish  worship  as  his  own  due  upon  that  very  score. 
How  does  this  suit  with  your  doctrine  about  the  exclusive 
terms,  and  the  texts  running  personally y  /,  tkouj  heP  By 
which  doctrines,  upon  Eusebius's  principles,  you  must 
exclude  the  Father.  I  do  not  therefore  cite  these  and  the 
like  passages  of  Eusebius  to  prove  that  Father  and  Son 
are  one  God;  but  to  show  that  there  is  no  force  (accord- 
ing to  him)  in  your  argument  drawn  from  the  personal 
and  exclusive  terms. 

4.  Eusebius,  in  this  same  book^  fully  and  significantly 
expresses  the  immutable  eternity^  of  God  the  Son.  For 
applying  the  words  of  the  9ad  (alias  93d)  Psalm,  '^  Thy 
"  throne  is  established  of  old,  thou  art  from  everksUng," 
to  our  Saviour  Christ,  he  takes  particular  notice  of  the 

*  'O  rait  5  T»h  7^  r«iM-v  itna/iu  fuymXu^y^faf,  &c.  Euseh.  in  Psal,  p.  318< 
Vid.  p.  616. 

^  Aiytt  i\  r§  f^h  tiivXakMT^uf  t^  %  /tuMv  S'tiv  ttiiva$  veiftMtXtu^cifni*  •  ms 

irtkiyu  iyif  y4(  upu  mw^f  i  ^s  rv,  w«^r«f  Imtfrif  £ri  l^ittv,  Urt  JtXX*T^i»¥f  §rt 
w^r^art*  Srr»  Si«y*  fw  yat^  Uf  ^  i  mvrif  i  ru  div  Xiyn,  ^  •  fMiiUBi  ^ui^i^m  v»ts 

xiyctt*  *Eyit  yei^  %ifAt  xv^4»t  i  ^ig  r»,  &c.  Euseb.  in  Psal,  p.  503,  504.  Vid. 
p. 533. 

c  Ot(r«f  yw  h  ^r»t/A$s  i  B'^vh  •«>  ^*  «»  r^y  »vt^  ««^«r^«i  «  ytvni^t  ri 
warn^  w«^«»cAivir«.  Km}  trtifiut  ft  •«*«  rirt,  Siiri  tS  mZvtt  <«'<'  ^  Mvrif  Awi 
rS  euHftt  rt»  il.  iXX*  um  Ss,  ^wh,  mXX*  cT.  ^v#i>  y»^  »vt£,  r^  it,  Xiyw^m  m^ 
ftirru,  ^§  5  if  Iri^g  iS^rmi'  rv  Tli  i  »ur§t  »j,  ^  r»  trn  #»  i»  l«A44<^iri jT* 
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force  of  thou  art,  <rv  e),  as  denoting  immutable  existence ; 
agreeably  to  his  explication  of  the  same  phrase  else- 
where**, 

5.  I  have  above  took  notice  of  Eusebius's  styling  God 
the  Son,  *^  great  God  by  nature,"  which  is  a  very  high 
and  strong  expression.  I  shall  here  farther  observe  how 
he  interprets  the  name  of  Hand  of  God,  given  to  the  Son. 
Not  after  a  low  disparaging  manner^  as  you  are  used  to 
interpret  it,  but  as  Christ  is  the  alUcreative  power  of 
God^. 

6.  I  may  add  a  few  more  observations  from  Eusebius's 
Commentary  on  Isaiah.  His  comment  on  Isa.  xlii.  8.  is 
pretty  remarkable^;  ^*  I  will  not  give  my  glory  to  an- 
"other."  Where  he  takes  notice,  that  it  is  not  said, 
that  "  I  will  give  my  glory  to  no  one,"  (for  the  Son, 
says  he,  has  the  Father's  glorj/y)  but  that  it  will  not  be 
given  to  another.  Now,  though  Eusebius  here  comes  not 
entirely  into  the  common  and  Catholic  way  of  construe-  • 
tion,  yet  he  diflSsrs  very  much  from  you  in  several  parti-* 
culars,  as  that  the  Father's  glqry  is  also  the  Son's  glory, 
and  that  the  exclusive  terms  do  not  affect  God  the  Son. 

I  may  also  take  notice  how  magnificently  Eusebius  sets 
forth  the  Son's  omTUpresence,  both  heres  and  in  his  Com- 
ment upon  the  Psalms^,  in  words  as  expressive  and  full 
as  any  can  be.  Here  also  Eusebius  keeps  closer  to  the 
sense  and  langiiage  of  the  Church,  in  relation  to  the  one 
Godhead f  than  he  has  at  other  times  been  observed  to  do ; 
except  in  his  Oration  before  Constantine,  taken  notice  of 
above.     His  words  are* :   ^*  There  being  but  one  Head, 

^  Vid.  p.  584. 

*  Xi)^  yk^  Ttftf  dftfVy  n  fTMn'Titth  kirwrmv  ^WHtfut  •vrtS,  •h)^  \ri^  iam  r«v  It  S 
yiynt  r«  irdfrtc  t§u  ^tw  koyov,     Museb.  in  Psal,  p.  701. 

^•Tfif  tj^tt  Tf^y  'iSJ^ar  &c.    Euseb,  Com.  in  Isa.  p,  520. 

'  Euseb.  Com.  in  Isa.  p.  428. 

k  Euseb.  Com.  in  Psal.  p.  707,  708. 

^  'Ey-«r  «  3-10^,  zai  §u»  ift  «'«^|  lf$tv  ri^wf.  /*ias  y»^  ifrnf  »^X^St  fuet  f7tf  ith 
^tirns  7  €0ftwufiiX»f$S»urmi  ^  ii  rtS  fmtytfws  »itr«^  ^uX§yM.    Euseb,  in  Isa, 
p.  524. 
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**  there  will  be  no  more  than  me  Godhead,  with  which  is 
"  taken  in  what  concerns  the  divinity  of  his  only-b^ 
"  gotten.*'  It  is  much  to  the  same  purpose  with  what 
he  elsewhere  says^^,  that  the  Son  is  partaker  of  the  Fa- 
ther's Godhead,  and  is,  as  it  were,  to  be  reckoned  to 
him. 

Upon  the  whole,  you  will  find  Eusebius  much  more 
favouring  my  principles  than  yours;  though  not  fully 
coming  in  to  either :  and  you  ought  hereafter  either  to 
reconcile  such  things  as  I  have  here  cited  out  of  him, 
besides  many  others,  to  your  hypothesis,  (which  can  never 
be  done,)  or  to  leave  off  boasting  on  that  head.  It  should 
be  considered  that  Eusebius  lived  and  wrote  at  a  time 
when  the  Arian  pretences,  being  mostly  new  and  untried, 
appeared  therefore  the  more  specious  and  plausible :  and 
his  familiar  acquaintance  and  fViendship  with  the  heads  of 
the  party  contributed  to  give  them  the  greater  force  with 
him.  They  received  an  additional  strength  from  the  in- 
*judicious  solutions  which  had  been  offered  by  Marcellus 
and  other  weak  defenders  of  the  Homoousian  doctrine. 
Athanasius,  Hilary,  and  other  judicious  advocates  of  the 
Catholic  faith,  had  not  then  wrote  their  immortal  pieces, 
to  clear  the  doctrine  from  misrepresentation,  to  set  it  in  a 
due  light,  and  to  unravel  the  main  objections  brought 
against  it.  No  wonder  if,  in  these  circumstances,  £u« 
sebius  might  incline  too  much  towards  the  Arian  cause, 
and  give  too  far  into  it.  Yct^  even  under  these  disadvan- 
tages, he  kept  himself  free  from  the  grosser  tenets  of  the 
Arians;  and  he  retained  so  much  of  Catholic  principles, 
that  had  he  but  attended  to  the  true  and  certain  conse* 
quences  of  many  of  his  own  positions  in  that  behalf,  he 
could  not  have  failed  of  being  entirely  orthodox  and  Ca- 
tholic. He  had  not  so  clear  a  judgment  as  Athanasius, 
Hilary,  Basil,  Gregory  Nazianzen,  and  other  eminent  de- 
fenders of  the  Nicene  faith :  nor  did  he  live  to  see  how 
easily  the  Arian  sophistry  ws^s  defeated  and  baffled  after 

k  Ttis  T§u  <r«T^of  ^ieT9ir»5  »otwwf,  &c.     Euseb,  in  Psai,  p.  534, 
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it  had  pasaed  the  scrattny  of  such  masterly  hands.  In 
the  mean  while  he  seems  to  have  had  no  ctmsisient  set  of 
principles,  but  a  confused,  mixture  of  Cathdic  and  Arian 
tenets  1,  such  as  could  not  stand  with  each  other  in  true 
and  just  reasoning. 

You  have  certainly  no  right  to  claim  him  as  yours. 

If  you  would  look  among  the  ancients  for  your  scheme, 
it  must  not  be  in  Eusebius,  nor  in  any  Ante*Nicene  Fa- 
ther, or  Post-Nicene ;  but  in  such  Fathers  as  Arius,  Aetius, 
Eunomius,  or  Philostorgius :  and  yet  you  come  short 
even  of  them  in  some  points ;  particularly  in  the  part  you 
assig»  the  Son  in  the  creation  of  all  things  by  the  Father's 
power;  (you  do  not  yet  say  by  his  owny  which  several  of 
the  ancient  Arians  would  never  have  scrupled ;)  and  in 
the  account  you  giva  of  Christ's  beii^  appointed  "  God 
**  over  air'  after  his  resurrection ;  and  your  resolving  his 
worship  into  the  power  then  given  him :  doctrines  proper 
only  to  a  Samosatenian°^  or  Socinian. 

Having  shown,  from  Father  to  Father,  down  to  the 
Arian  times,  that  our  Lord^  Jesus  Christ  was  supposed 
by  them  to  be  the  Jehovah,  the  Almighty ,  the  one  true 
God,  God  c^  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  acknowledged 
as  the  one  (me  Chd,  and  worshipped  by  the  patriarchs  as 
such :  having  proved  this  to  have  been  the  ancient  Ca- 
tholic doctrine  of  the  Church,  without  any  exception; 
unless  of  Novatian,  who  yet  difiisrs  not  from  it  in  the 
main,  but  in  expression  rather;  not  in  the  doctrine  of 
the  Son's  real  and  essential  divinity :  this  foundation  being 
laid,  it  remains  now  only  to  take  off  some  pretences  you 
have  offered  to  invalidate  the  force  of  the  evidence. 

Your  pretence  is,  that  though  God  the  Son  was  *^  Grod 
^  of  Abraham,  God  of  Israel,  Sec''  yet  he  was  such  only 
in  a  **  subordinate  sense,"  because  he  was  "  representative" 
of  God  the  Father,  p.  159.  To  which  I  answer,  that  had 
the  ancients  supposed  him  to  be  styled  God  and  Lord, 

^  See  my  Sermons,  voL  ii.  p.  6i. 

"*  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  195,  &c.  , 
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purely  in  virtue  of  such  representation^  there  would  then 
be  some  force  in  your  reasoning :  but  that  they  did  not, 
will  appear  most  evidently  from  the  following  considerar 
tions. 

1.  None  of  the  Fathers  ever  put  the  Godhead  of  the 
Son  upon  that  foot ;  they  never  say  nor  insinuate,  that 
he  is  God  on  the  account  of  any  such  representation, 

2.  They  are  so  far  from  doing  it,  that  their  whole  drift 
and  method  of  arguing  supposes  and  implies  the  utmost 
contradiction  to  it.  For  if  the  Son  were  supposed  to  be 
God  on  the  score  of  the  representation,  then  any  angel 
might  be  God  also  on  account  of  such  representation  ;  and 
then  it  could  never  be  proved  (in  the  way  that  the  Fathers 
took")  that  there  was  any  God  the  Son  at  all;  but  the 
whole  force  of  their  reasoning  would  be  vacated  and  nulL 
On  the  contrary,  they  presumed  that  none  could  either 
represent  God,  or  personate  God,  or  use  the  style  of  God, 
that  was  not  really  God :  and  upon  this  presumption  their 
whole  reasoning  turns.  If  therefore  they  are  any  where 
to  be  understood  of  a  representation,  they  must  mean  a 
full  and  adequate  representation,  such  as  none  could  ex- 
hibit or  sustain,  who  was  not  himself  every  thing  that  he 
represents.  For  as  nothing  but  man  can  fully  and  ade- 
quately represent  man;  so  nothing  but  God  can  perfectly 
and  suitably  represent  God. 

3.  Add  to  this,  the  ancient  Fathers  always  suppose  the 
Son  to  be  God  antecedently  to  the  supposed  representa- 
rion;  which  is  decisive  in  the  case.  They  suppose  him 
God  as  being  God's  Son,  of  the  same  nature  and  substance 
with  God.  This  is  what  all  the  Fathers  expressly,  of  in 
words  equivalent,  resolve  the  Son's  divinity  into  z  which 
consideration  cuts  off  all  your  pretences  at  once ;  as  I 
before  intimated  <>,  and  you  take  no  notice  of  it.  The 
reason  why  you  did  not  must  be  visible  to  the  meanest 
reader. 


^  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  28,  29,  306. 
»  Defence,  toI.  i.  p.  34. 
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In  proof  of  the  fact,  that  the  Fathers  did  so  resolve  the 
divinity  of  Christ,  (though  it  be  what  no  scholar  can  be 
ignorant  of,)  I  shall,  for  the  sake  of  common  readers, 
here  recite  their  testimonies. 

Justin  Martyr,  in  his  first  Apology,  says  of  God  the 
Son,  "  Who  being"  the  ff^ord^  God's  Jirsi-begottenj  is  also 
"  God  P."  In  his  Dialogue  he  often  repeats  the  same 
thing.  He  is  **  God,  on  account  of  his  being  his  Son 
"  begotten  before  all  creatures  <1."  In  another  place, 
"  Had  you  but  understood  what  is  said  by  the  prophets, 
^^  you  could  not  have  denied  him  to  be  God,  being  the 
"  Son  of  the  only,  the  uncreated,  the  ineffable  God'." 

To  the  same  purpose  he  elsewhere  styles  him  God; 
immediately  adding,  "  as  being .  Son  of  God »."  And 
Justin  is  known  to  represent  the  Son  as  begotten ^rom,  or 
out  of  God^,  (Ix  0«5  and  l£  faorS,)  without  ahscision  or 
division^y  as  one  fire,  from  another,  and  as  being  strictly 
and  properly^  (iWwj  and  xvplaog)  Son  of  God.  All  which 
together  expresses  the  consuhstantiality,  sameness  of  na- 
turcy  and  most  entire  and  perfect  Unity  imaginable.  Such 
is  Justin  Martyr's  account  of  Christ's  divinity ;  never 
speaking  of  his  being  appointed  God,  or  being  God  by  I 
know  not  what  representation ;  but  of  his  being  God  by 

P  "Of  g  Kiyog  v^mrirtxos  £f  rw  Siv,  5  Si«f  v^i^x^t.     Apol,  i.  p.  123.  Ox. 

<  Om«  Si  \m  rw  ttvM  r/xMv  v^tfrortMt  r<w  oXmv  nrt^fAavoif,  Just,  Dial. 
p.  364. 

^  Ei  nun»»Tt  r«  il^nfM^tn  viri  TZttr^t^nrmf  tb*  &»  V^n^nt^^  ubriv  tTvtu  ^tio, 
«M/MNr,  ^  MytvnTev,  g  *}fnr§v  ^%w  vtiv.    Dial.  p.  366. 

N.  B.  I  read  aytvnrou  with  single  »,  for  a  reason  which  will  appear  more 
fully  afterward :  and  I  understand  fM^av  in  opposition  to  creatures  only,  or 
Mae  gods,  not  to  the  Son,  who  is  always  to  be  tacitly  understood  to  belong 
to,  and  to  be  included  in,  the  alone  God,  And  I  take  this  of  Justin  to  be 
nearly  equivalent  to  these  other  of  Philo  and^Cyril  of  Alexandria. 

'O;  TMJ  uiiiit  Xoyos  ^v,  i^  iutayKus  x«i  ahris  W**  H^Bofrcs,  Phil  de  Omf, 
Ung,  p.  326. 

*'OTt^  «v  l^  etyifnTii  ^  aipBci^rov  ytyinnratf  r»'vr»  itavruf  &(p^et^rvt  »«<  nyivmrif. 
Cyril.  Tliesaur.  p.  34. 

"  But  Svrmy  viet  avrw.  p.  170.   Swf,  ^i«?  vt§{  iMrti^^ttf.  p.  171. 

<  Just.  IHal.  p.  183.  Apol.  p.  49. 

'^  Just.  Dial.  p.  183,  373.  Panen.  p.  127. 

»  Just.  Apol.  i.  p.  45,  46.  Apol.  ii.  p.  13. 
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partaking  of  the  one  true  Godhead,   naturally  Son  of 
God. 

The  same  account,  but  more  briefly,  we  have  from 
Theophilus,  Bishop  of  Anlioch,  a  little  lower  in  the  same 
century;  who  speaks  of  Christ  being  God^  as  God's  Sony, 
The  same  we  have  also  from  Clemens  of  Alexandria,  in  a 
very  remarkable  passage  above  cited.  The  same  also 
from  TertuUian,  who  says,  **  that  which  is  derived  from. 
"God  is  God,  and  Son  of  God,  and  both  one  God^J' 
Novatian  speaks  as  plain,  in  these  words ;  "  As  nature 
"  itself  has  made  it  a  rule  that  he  must  be  accounted 
**  man,  who  is  of  man :  so  the  same  rule  of  nature  pre- 
<^  scribes,  that  he  must  be  accounted  God  who  is  of 
"  Goda." 

I  forbear  to  cite  more.  It  is  a  ruled  case  in  antiquity, 
that  Christ  is  God,  (not  by  appointment,  deputation,  re- 
presentation, or  any  thing  of  like  kind,)  but  by  his  Son- 
shtp ;  deriving  the  same  divine  nature  from  the  Father,  as 
is  in  the  Father.  Nor  was  the  name  of  God  ever  thought 
by  them  to  denote  an  office,  or  any  relative  characteVy  but 
nature  and  substance,  as  the  word  man.  It  will  now  be 
easy  to  answer  those  little  pleas  and  exceptions  which 
you  have  remaining.  You  have,  in  the  main,  but  one 
argument,  which  yovt  repeat  over  and  over:  viz.  that 
Christ  cannot  be  s^upreme  God,  because  he  was  an  angel, 
or  messenger  of  God :  which  is  as  much  as  to  say  that 
Peter,  for  instance,  could  not  be  man,  if  sent  by  man. 
The  whole  strength  of  your  argument  lies  in  the  artificial 
confusion  of  ideas.  Christ  could  not  be  supreme  in  office 
while  executing  an  inferior  office,  that  is  very  certain :  but 
what  has  supremacy  of  office  to  do  with  the  notion  of 
supreme  God?  God  is  a  word  expressing  wa/ttre  and  sul- 

y  ei0ff  Jv  m  •  Xiyety  tuti  •»  ^S  m^vxmy  &c.     7%eoph,  p.  130.  Ox. 

*  Qaod  de  Deo  profectum  est  Dens  est,  et  Dei  Fllius,  et  uiiiis  {mppl,  Dtua) 
ambo.  TertuiL  Jpol,  cap.  21. 

•  Ut  enim  pnescripsit  ipsa  natora  hominem  credendom  esse  qui  ex  homme 
sit ;  ita  eadem  natura  prsescribit  et  Deum  credendum  esse  qui  ex  Deo  sit. 
Novat.  cap.  11. 
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stance:  kit  is  supreme  God^  or  God  supreme,  that  has^no 
God  of  a  superior  nature  above  him.  Such  is  Christ, 
even  while  he  submits  and  condescends  to  act  TMniste- 
rially:  and  thus  all  your  speculations  on  this  head,  arising 
only  from  confusion  of  ideas,  drop  at  once.  I  submit 
sometimes  to  your  phraseology,  of  supreme  God,  though 
it  be  improper,  and  rather  Pagan  than  Christian.  Sit- 
preme  God  has  generally  a  tacit  reference  to  an  inferior 
God;  and  so  it  was  used  in  the  Pagan  theology.  But 
Christians,  who  acknowledge  but  one  God,  should  never 
talk  of  a  supreme  God;  the  more  proper  name  being 
rather  the  one  God,  the  true  God,  the  God  of  the  universe, 
God  supreme,  and  the  like.  But  you,  to  introduce  your 
Poly  theism,  are  perpetually  telling  us  of  the  supreme  God; 
and  every  time  you  meet  with  ew)  ma<n  0ffi;,  or  6  &90i  rw 
okm^  you  falsely  and  corruptly  render  it,  the  supreme  God, 
(instead  of  the  God  of  the  universe,)  to  serve  your  Aypo- 
thesis.  I  do  not  find  that  the  Fathers  Wf  re  used  to  style 
God  the  Father  supreme  God;  except  when  disputing 
with  Pagans,  or  the  like,  they  accommodated  themselves 
In  some  measure,  to  their  style,  reserving  to  themselves 
the  Christian  aense.  And  it  is  but  very  rarely  they  use 
^patTog  0909,  or  Deus  Princeps,  for  the  Father;  and  when 
they  do,  it  is,  as  I  said,  to  express  the  supreme  Father  in 
a  style  not  proper  to  Christian  principles,  only  in  conde* 
scension  to  the  Pagans,  to  be  the  better  understood. 

To  return.  I  perceive  the  subordination  is  what  you 
lay  the  main  stress  upon,  in  order  to  overthrow  the 
Church's  doctrine  of  Christ's  real  divinity.  You  will 
now  be  reduced  to  this  single  noaxim,  (which  you  are 
sensible  you  can  never  prove,  but  every  where  suppose,) 
that  the  unity  or  equaHty  which  we  teach,  is  not  consist- 
ent with  any  distinction  oi  order  or  offices.  Whenever 
you  are  disposed  to  try  the  strength  of  your  metaphydcs^ 
that  point  may  be  debated  with  you-  At  present  you 
have  thoT:^fat  it  the  wiser  way  only  to  speak  your  wishes, 
and  to  deliver  out  didates  mstead  of  proofs :  a  method 
which  may  be  thought  rather  too  assuming  in  private, 
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and  withal  very  fallible  men ;  to  expect  that  their  bare 
affirmations  should  have  any  weight  against  the  united 
verdict  of  all  the  Christian  churches,  ancient  and  modem. 

I  shall  take  but  little  notice  of  the  '*  incidental  errors" 
which  you  are  pleased  to  charge  me  with,  p.  i6o,  &c. 
because  the  reader  will  have  seen,  before  this  time,  that 
they  are  imaginary  only,  founded  upon  your  own  mis- 
takes. I  may  just  observe  that,  p.  164,  you  give  a  cha- 
racter, or  description  of  God  the  Father^  calling  it,  very 
absurdly,  "  the  signification  of  the  word  God^  when  ap- 
"  plied  to  the  Father."  You  might  as  well  have  given  a 
description,  or  character  of  Adam,  calling  it  the  significa- 
tion of  the  word  many  when  applied  to  Adam.  To  say 
what  the  Father's  Person  is,  is  one  thing :  to  say  what 
is  signified  by  the  name  Gody  is  another.  Your  testi- 
monies none  of  them  come  up  to  the  point :  which  was 
to  show,  that  unbegottetiy  or  that  particular  manner  of 
eocistingy  is  necesSarily  included  in  the  signification  of  the 
word  God.  There  is  nothing  more  under  this  Query,  but 
what  I  have  before  sufficiently  answered  or  obviated. 
But  since  this  Query  has  been  drawn  out  into  a  very 
great  length,  so  as  almost  to  take  in  the  whole  of  the 
controversy  5  it  may  be  for  the  ease  and  couveniency  of 
the  reader,  to  subjoin  a  brief  recapitulation,  or  aummary 
of  what  has  been  done  in  it. 

It  has  been  shown,  first,  from  Scripture,  that  God  the 
Son  is  720^  excluded  by  such  texts  as  speak  of  tlie  Unity ; 
not  excluded  from  being  God,  and  one  God  with  the  Fa- 
ther. The  texts  that  prove  this  have  been  explained  and 
vindicated;  and  the  pretended  contrary  evidence  firom 
Scripture  has  been  shown  to  be  null,  and  of  no  account. 

It  has  been  farther  proved,  that*the  ancients  in  general  - 
teach  the  same  thing,  by  understanding  the  exclusive  texts 
to  affect  idols  only,  or  other  Grods  5  by  declaring  against 
admitting  any  other  God  besides  God  the  Father,  yet  ad- 
mitting God  the  Son ;  by  their  asserting  Father  and  Son 
together  to  be  one  God,  or  the  one  God :  and,  lastly,  by 
their  believing  God  the  Son  to  have  been  that  very  Per- 
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son,  who  declared  himself  God  of  Israel,  God  of  Abra^ 
ham,  &c.  besides  whom  the  Jews  were  to  have  no  God ; 
declaring  this  of  bloiself,  in  bis  oum  proper  Person,  (not 
excluding  the  Father  or  Holy  Ghost,  one  with  him,)  as 
being  really  God,  because  Son  of  Gody  of  the  same  divine 
nature  and  substance  with  God  the  Father.  These  things* 
have  been  proved  to  have  been  unanimously  taught  by 
the  ancients ;  saving  only  some  little  difference  in  Nova- 
tian,  a  schismatic  at  that  time,  and  of  no  considerable 
authority,  (though  he  also  agrees  in  the  main  doctrine  of 
the  Son's  essential  divinity ;)  allowing  also  for  some  dis- 
sent in  Eusebius,  (a  late  writer,  and  a  familiar  acquaint- 
ance of  the  leading  Arians,)  in  which  he  is  not  consistei^t 
with  himself,  or  with  the  Creed  which  he  subscribed,  or 
with  his  public  speeches  and  debates. 

Upon  the  whole,  one  can  scarce  desire  fuller  or  better 
evidence  of  what  I  advanced  in  this  Query  than  has  beep 
produced  for  it.  And,  as  I  formerly  told  you,  so  I  agiun 
repeat  it,  (though  perhaps  you  may  be  the  last  to  believe,) 
that  "  the  Fathers  stand  pointed  against  you,  and  you  are 
"certain  to  expose  your  cause  as  often  as  you  hope  for 
^  any  relief  or  succour  from  them."  Which  shall  be  yet 
more  folly  evidenced  in  the  sequel. 

Query  III. 
Whether  the  word  (God)  in  Scripture  can  reasonably  be 
supposed  to  carry  an  ambiguous  meanings  or  to  he  used 
in  a  different  sense,  when  applied  to  the  Father  and  Son, 
in  the  same  Scripture,  and  even  in  the  same  verse  ?  See 
John  i.  I. 

YOUR  new  answer  to  tbb  Query  is,  that  the  word 
God,  when  applied  to  the  Father,  "  denotes  him  who 
"  alone  has  all  perfections,  &c.  in  and  of  himself,  original, 
"underived,  &c/'  but  when  applied  to  the  Son,  it  de- 
Qotes  one  who  has  not  his  perfections  of  him&elf,  but 
derived,  &c,  and  so  the  word  God  is  used  in  different 
senses,  supreme  and  subordinate.  You  might  as  well  say 
that  the  word  nwn,  when  applied  to  Adam,  denotes  the 

VOL.  III.  M 
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-person  of  Adam,  who  wat  mnhgotten  ;  but  when  flip{flied 
to  Seth,  it  denotes  the  person  >of  Seth,  vrho  was  begotten ; 
and  therefore  the  word  man  does  not  signify  the  same 
thing,  or  carry  the  same  idea  in  both  cases,  but  is  used 
in  different  senses.    What  I  assert  is,  that  the  word  God 

'  signifies  or  denotes  absolute  perfeetton^  whether  applied 
to  Father  or  Stm;  and  is  dierefore  ap{^ed  in  the  satne 
sense  to  both.  He  that  is  possessed  of  all  perfection 
{whether  origmaUy  or  derivatively)  is  God;  all  that  God 
is,  God  in  the  highest  smd  fullest  sense  of  the  word  C^od* 
You  are  to  show  thait  unoriginateness,  or  patemiiyy  is  con- 
laioed  in  the  idea  or  definition  of  God;  or  that  the  word 
God  aeces^rily  imphes  it.  By  your  account,  the  word 
Godf  in  one  sense,  ^gnifies  as  much  as  Gad  sx^  Paiher 
together.  You  have  no  ground  for  this  &ncy,  either  in 
Scr^ture  or  antiquity.  The  truth  is,  Grod  denotes  all 
perfedionj  and  Father  denotes  a  relation  of  order,  and  a 
fwticular  manner  of  emting:  all  which  you  omrfudodly 
Uend  together,  as  if  signified  by  ^e  one  word  God. 
Hitherto  then  you  have  Inrou^t  no  proof  of  two  different 
senses  of  the  woid  God^  when  api^ied  to  Father  and 
Son. 

I  must  observe,  that  here  s^pears  to  be  a  very  great 
change,  a  very  material  alteration  in  your  scheme  since 
your  writing  before.  God  was  then  a  mere  relative,  a 
word  of  office^  and  always  so,  in  Scripture :  so  the  learned 
Doctor  had  told  us^,  and  that  it  was  never  intended  to 
express  metaphysical  attributes.  But  now  it  is  to  signify 
all  perfections,  original,  underived,  (by  which  you  mean 
necessary  existence,  as  you  el^where  explain  it.)  So  that 
you  now  come  mto  my  notion  of  the  true  and  proper  sense 
of  the  word  God;  exG^>ting  that  you  ccHifound  unor^m" 
ateness  with  necessary  existence,  which  I  ke^  distinct : 
and  as  I  take  the  necessary  existence  into  the  definition 
<tf  God,  I  as  coRstantiy  thro#  ont  nnbegoiten,  as  havk^ 


«•  See    Clarke's  Script.   Doctrine,  p.  296.  edit,  l8t.      Reply,  p.  119, 
390. 
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Bathing  to  do  in  it.  What  kind  of  a  divinity  you  have 
left  to  God  the  Son,  you  may  do  well  to  consider ;  hav- 
ing exchided  him  firom  the  one  necessarily  existing  God* 
head,  and  from  being  Qod  in  the  most  usual  and  scriptural 
•eoae  of  the  word;  which  you  had  tome  pretence  to 
before,  while  you  supposed  the  word  God  a  mare  relative, 
whether  applied  to  Father  or  Son. 

Our  dispute  about  dominion  is  now  at  an  end ;  though 
it  before  made  a  great  part  of  this  Query.  I  allow  that 
the  phrase,  our  God^  expresses  some  relation  of  God  to 
us,  as  well  as  what  he  is  absolutely  in  himse^.  I  ad* 
mitted  as  mudi  before<^;  so  that  you  need  not  now  have 
mentioned  it  as  any  discovery. 

You  do  not  tell  me  in  what  sense  you  make  Christ 
Goij  after  you  have  struck  him  out  of  that  sense  which 
occurs  ordinarily  in  Scripture,  and  which  is  indeed  the 
IHily  true  and  proper  sense  of  the  word ;  all  the  rest  being 
hose  woAJigurative  only,  as  I  showed  at  large<l.  Instead 
of  a:iKU*ering  difficulties,  which  was  the  part  you  under- 
took, you  turn  ol^ector;  thereby  to  hide  and  oover^  if 
possible,  the  many  flaws  in  your  scheme. 

Why  do  you  not  tell  me  plainly  in  what  sense  the 
Son  i»  God,  ihai  I  may  argue  the  point  witli  you>  and  dp 
justice  to  the  common  readers,  who  want  to  be  satisfied 
in  so  important  a  question  ? 

You  object  to  me  thus :  ^^  If  nope  can  properly  be 
"  styled  God,  who  has  not  all  perfections,  how  come  you 
^  to  leave  out  the  principal  of  the  essential  peffectiws  of 
^  the  first  Cause  and  Author  of  all  things?"  p.  173. 

To  whieh  I  answer,  that  I  leave  out  no  perfeciionn  at 
alL  I  suppose  the  Son,  with  the  Father,  to  be  the  one 
Cause  and  Author  of  all  creatures ;  and  there  is  no  need  of 
ULjmg^rst  where  there  is  never  a  second.  At  the  same 
tikne,  I  siq>pdse  the  Father  to  be  Father  of  his  Son; 
whkh  expresses  a  relation  of  order,  and  mode  of  exist* 
enoe  5  not  any  differeoce  in  any  e$senM  perfection.  Nwther 

•  Defeaot,  n>L'L  p.  38.  '  Ilud.  p.3«,  ftc 

4  M  2 
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is  there  any  greater  perfection  in  being  a  Father,  in  this 
case,  than  in  being  a  San;  but  both  are  equally  perfect, 
equally  necessary  in  respect  of  existence ;  all  things  com- 
toon  but  the  personal  characters :  and  self'-existence,  as 
distinct  from  necessary  existence,  is  expressive  only  of  the 
order  and  manner  in  which  the  perfections  are  in  the  Fan 
ther,  not  of  any  distinct  perfection.  With  this  answer 
the  Catholic  Fathers  baffled  the  Arians  and  Eunomians, 
objecting  in  the  same  way  you  now  do:  and  as  you 
might  have  known  this,  it  might  have  been  more  for 
your  credit  to  have  shown  the  answer  to  be  insufficient, 
than  hardy  to  repeat  a  stale  objection.  You  have  little 
else  but  repetition  in  pages  174^  175.  One  argument,  in 
a  manner^  is  to  serve  quite  tfarough  your  book.  Tbe  Son 
cannot  be  supreme  God;  no,  he  cannot,  because  he  is  a 
iSo7i,  because  he  is  subordinate,  because  he  has  acted,  or 
still  acts  ministerially.  Repeat  this  ever  so  often,  it  proves 
nothing  but  a  distinction  ctf  Persons,  order,  and  offices',  no 
difierence  of  nature,  or  perfections,  or  God/wad.  And 
what  has  the  question  about  supreme  Godhead,  relating  to 
nature  and  substance,  (as  God  is  a  word  denotmg  stJf* 
stance,  and  he  is  God  supreme  that  knows  no  nature  su- 
perior to  his  own,)  to  do  with  order  or  offices  f  The  Son 
is  God  supreme  for  that  very  reason,  because  he  is  a  Son, 
of  the  same  nature  and  the  same  divine  perfections  with 
the  Father.  But  you  say,  the  word  "  nature  is  of  very 
**  uncertain,  various  signification :"  and  you  return  me 
the  same  loose  answer  which  Dr.  Clarke  gave  to  Mr. 
Nelson «,  which  1  sufficiently  exposed  in  my  DefenlCe^. 
The  plain  ftict  is,  that  you  tte  pinched,  aiid  you  see 
where,  and  have  nothing  to  retreat  to  but  insigiiificant 
words.  -^ 

What  is  there  in  the  words  equality  ot  nature,  more 
than  what  every  peasant  or  child  may  understand  ?  Men 
h  in  nature  equal  to  man;  angel  to  angel;  any  individudt 
to  another  of  the  same  kind:   a  very  little  metapkgsks 

e  aarke*8  Rqdy,  p.  17.  '  Defence,  toL  i.  p.  212. 
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may  suffice  in  so  {Jain  a  thing.  This  then  is  what  I 
assert,  that  a  supremacy  of  order  or  of  office  is  consistent 
with  equaiity  of  nature;  and  if  the  Son  be  in  nature  equal 
to  the  Father/  he  is  also  equal  in  Godhead,  which  is  a 
word  expressing  nature;  and  if  equal  in  Godhead,  equally 
God  supreme.  Q.  E.  D.  This  I  took  to  be  sound  and 
true  reasoning  before:  and  you  have  been  pleased  to 
confirm  it  by  your  tacit  confession :  while  you  avoid 
replying  to  it. 

To  prove  that  Christ  is  God  in  the  same  sense  as  the 
Father  is,  I  appealed  to  his  name  Jehovah  ;  as  I  have  also 
elsewhere!^,  more  at  large.  To  this  you  have  little  to 
answer,  besides  what  I  have  abundantly  replied  to  above, 
about  Christ's  being  a  messenger  and  representative,  &c. 

As  to  what  you  add  of  inferior  angels  speaking  in  the 
style  of  their  principals;  you  will  consider,  that  it  is  a 
nqtion  directly  opposite  to  all  the  ancients;  whose  gene- 
ral argument  for  the  divinity  of  God  the  Son,  drawn  from 
the  appearances  under  the  Old  Testament,  would  be  en- 
tirely eluded  and  frustrated  by  it:  neither  could  they, 
have  proved,  in  that  way,  the  existence  of  God  the  Son, 
but  upon  a  supposition  directly  contrary  to  you.  This 
therefore  is  one  great  prejudice  against  your  notion,  and 
such  as  ought  to  have  weight  with  you,  while  you  make 
your  boasts  of  antiquity.  Besides,  I  thought  you  had 
before  allowed  that  God  the  Son  was  Jehovah,  God,  Lord, 
&c.  in  his  own  Person,  though  in  a  subordinate  sense :  and 
I  think  you  then  gave  me  a  rebuke,  p.  159.  for  supposing 
the  contrary.  Are  you  now  altered  of  a  sudden,  and  be- 
come another  man?  But  be  it  so,  this  new  answer  will 
serve  no  better  than  the  former  :  for  as  to  any  pretended 
instance  you  can  bring  from  the  Old  Testament,  it  will  be 
answered,  that  the  angel  was  the  Logos,  for  that  very 
reason,  because  he  used  the  style  of  God;  as  it  was  cus* 
fomary  for  him  to  do.  And  as  to  your  instance  from 
Rev.  xi.  Jj,  3.  I  own  it  so  runs  in  the  English ;  but  a 

S  Sermons,  voL  ii.  p.  19»  &c« 
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scholar  should  have  looked  into  the  Grec^,  where  he  wUl 
not  find  it.    This  you  had  notice  of  long  ago  ^. 

Your  example  given  of  the  Roman  fecialis  is  as  little 
to  your  purpose  as  the  other.  For  in  the  wojrds.  Ego  po- 
palusfue  Romanus,  I  and  the  Roman  people;  I  does  not 
denote  the  senate,  tis  you  imagine,  but  the  fecialis^  the 
kerald  hiimself  coming  in  the  name  of  the  Roman  people, 
considered  in  their  large  collective  sense,  comprehending 
all  the  Romans,  senate  and  people.  And  so  you  find,  in 
Bosinus,  the  herald  saying.  Ego  sum  publicus  mmeius 
populi  Romani :  not.  Ego  sum  populus  Romanus^  or.  Ego  sum 
senalus;  as  your  supposition  would  require.  However,  I 
do  not  pretend  that  no  instance  can  be  given  of  such  a 
thing  as  a  proxy^y  in  any  case  whatever.  But  that  Go4 
should  thus  permit  a  creature  to  he  his  p^oxy,t  (as  man 
may  permit  man,)  appears  by  no  means  proper  or  con- 
gruous, bec€uise  of  the  infinite  disparity  ;  and  because  of 
the  inevitable  danger  it  would  bring  men  into,  of  mis- 
taking the  creature  for  the  Creator,  and  misplacing  their 
worship,  which  would  be  idolatry.  You  proceed  (p.  178.) 
to  weaken  the  force  of  what  I  had  said  in  relation  to  the 
name  or  appellation  of  Jehovah* 

Our  dispute  is  in  a  great  measure  superseded,  since 
you  no  longer  insist  upon  the  relative  meaning  of  the 
word  God;  against  which  I  was  then  arguing. 

It  is  very  indiSferent  to  me  whether  Jehovah  be  ever 
ma  appellative,  (as  Bishop  » Pearson  thinks,)  or  always  a 
proper  name,  as  others  ^  teiE^h ;  provided  c^y  that  it  be 
locdced  upon  as  a  name  expressive  of  an  intrinsic  perfec* 
iiom,  and  Xioi  of  an  outward  relation,  lik«  king,  gover" 
nor,  8cc. 

And  that  it  is  es4>reasive  of  necessary  ewtence,  the  best 
critics,  ancient  and  modem,  agree.  I  had  said  (vol.i.  p«44* 
of  my  Defence)  that  its  primary  signification  is  Being;  to 
.which  you  aaswer  very  strangely,  that  *^  the  name  Jeho" 

*  True  Script.  Dpctr.  continue,  p,  194.    6e^  a]|V>  Mr.  Wade,  p.  33. 
>  Pearson  on  the  Creed,  p.  150.  ed.  10, 
^  Brocklesby's  Opspel  Tbeiira*  p.  347, 
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**  vak  s^tiifie»  nebhev  primanly^  «or  at  tHA^  Sdbetaacev.  or 
^  Being,  bat  Peiwon/'  Thb  h  little  more  than  equivo>* 
CMog  upon  the  word  signify  *f.  wbich  is  low  employnwntk 
Let  it  Jkn%ie9^  Persoa,  wbkb  is  whail  you  mean  by  sign^y^^ 
(for  I  hope  you  do  noi  intend  to  lay  that  the  word  Person 
i»  the  Engttsfa  for  the  Ikbrew  Jehmsakj)  atilL  it  ngnifies 
the  natuwm  of  that  PeraDn  Mr  wbom  the  nam^.  is  given^  to 
be  existing,  in  the  emphatscal  sense^  or  necessaifilf  emisi* 
mg:  and  if  it  be  applied  to  iii6re  Persons  than  one,  it  stiU 
signifiea  the  sane  abo*  Yoxl  are  iallen  into  such  a  road. 
of  taUdngy  witkoot  any  di^nct  meanings  that  I  am  some* 
times  at  a  loss  to  know  what  it  is  you  would  say.  Mxh 
vak,  yoa  obsenre^  doea  not  np^if  substance,  but  the  "  Per- 
^'  sen,  whoBB  thet  stdbstance  n."  I  beseeeh  you^  what  is 
Persau  but  suhsiafux?  Is  k  inteUigent,  agent  notMngP 
Pefsem,  aa  I  take  it, !» intelligent,  actir^  substance;  (though 
that  ia  no4  a  fatt  defiintioH ;)  and  so  the  sense  of  what  you 
faatv  sakl  amcNints  to  Ithift;  tihat  JekovsA  does  not  signify 
ambsianeey  but  tfaa  intelUgenk  acting  suhstante,  whose  ikat 
suhetance  oi.  Readcct  wiU  be  aMoeh  edified  by  these  very 
curious  aad  deep  lemarka.  The  truth  may  be  sidd  sA 
aooc^  in  a  very  few  words,  that  the  name  Jekovak  denotes 
the  weeessary^  eaieteme  of  as  maj^  Perscms  as  it  is  applied 
to ;  and  being  appfied  to  Christ,  it  is  a  proof  that  he  i« 
neeeiaartiy  eadsling  aa  weU  aa  the  Fatbec,  and  one  Jehovah 
wida  htaa;.  since  Jehovah  is  one^.  You  say.  Father  and 
Son  being  /ttio  agents,  will  be  two  Jehwahs :  buit  that,  you 
will  remember,  is  begging  the  question.  The  Father  is 
intelligent  substance,  and  the  Son  intelligent  substance; 
and  both  one  suhsianeer  one  Jehovah,  one  God,  You  add, 
(p.  180.)  <^  being  consobatontial  witht  Jehovah  wiH  no 
^^  more  make  another  Person  ta  be  the  same  Jdaovah, 
^^  than  being  ccEHSubalaatial  wiih  the  Father  will  make 
^^  him  the  same  Father.''  For  want  di  avgupier^,  1  am 
forced  to  take  year  sofffings,  where  there  is  no  argument. 
t  never  put  the  Unity  upoa  camuhsiantialiiyaiimtv^i  one 

*  See  my  Stsnwms,  voli  IL  pr  135.    »  Sde  n;^  Defence,  voL  L  pw  326^3^7. 
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roan  is  consulstantial  to  another,  and  yet  they  are  not  one 
man,  nor  one  substance.  But  if  the  Son  be  not  only  consul^ 
stantialj  but  also  one  subsiance  with  the  Father,  (styfed 
Jehovah f)  as  proceeding  from  him, 'and  inseparably  con- 
tained in  him;  then  he  is  also  one  Jehovah  with  hicQ. 
You  have  a  farther  pretence,  that  if  the  Son  be  Jehoeah^ 
or  6  fiSv,  he  will  be  ^*  unbegotten,  imoriginate,  &c."  But 
your  reasoning  is  lame;  because  you  have  not  proved 
that  h  m  either  signifies  jAibegotien,  or  ever  necessarily 
implies  it.  The  Father  indeed  is  d  wv,  and  is  unbegottefi; 
but  not  b  £ify  because  unbegotten,  but  because  necessarily 
existing. 

Page  i8i,  you  come  to  inform  the  reader  what  it  is  I 
mean  by  the  Son's  being  supreme  God:  it  is,  you  say, 
supreme  in  the  strict  sense;  God  in  the  same  sense,  and  in 
as  high  a  sense  as  the  Father  himself;  and  yet,  strange 
contradiction !  *^  referring  all  to  the  Father  as  Fadier, 
**  Hbad,  Fountain,  &c."  Now  here  is  no  contradiction 
at  all,  but  what  you  have  made  to  yourself,  through  your 
confusion  of  thought,  and  your  want  of  distinct  percep- 
tion. For  when  I  apply  supreme  to  the  word  God,  I 
mean  as  I  ought  to  mean,  that  the  Son  is  God  supreme, 
(knowing  no  superior  God,  no  divine  nature  greater,  higher, 
or  more  excellent  than  his  own,)  not  that  he  is  the  supreme 
Father :  who,  though  superior  in  order,  is  not  therefcare  of 
superior  Godhead;  for  a  supremacy  of  order  is  one  thing, 
a  supremacy  of  nature  or  Godhead^  another.  These  are 
plain  things  to  all  that  have  ever  dipped  in  this  con- 
troversy. 

But  you  come  a  little  closer  up  to  me  in  your  following 
words,  which  will  indeed  deserve  notice ;  because  it  is 
running  your  argument  up  as  far  as  it  can  possibly  be 
carried.  You  say,  that  upon  my  principles  ^*  there  is  no 
^*  impossibility  but  the  Father  (if  the  economy  had  been 
**  so  laid)  might  as  well  have  exercised  the  authority  of  the 
**  Son,  executed  his  orders,  &c."  nay,  ^  and  ^*  have  been 
^*  begotten  also  of  the  Son,  and  from  him  have  received 
''  his  being.''    But  do  not  blend  things  together  which 
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<mght  to  be  kepjt  distinct ;  and  then  we  shall  see  clearly 
into  this  matter,  so  far  as  is  needful. 

If  you  ask,  why  that  Person  called  the  Son  mi^t  not 
have  been  Father  ;  1  have  nothing  to  say,  but  that  in  fact 
he  is  not :  so  it  is  written^  and  so  we  believe.  The  Father 
is  Father,  and  the  Son  is  Son ;  and  because  of  this  rela- 
tion of  Father  and  Sow,  there  is  a  natural  priority  of  order, 
(I  *say,  mxiuraly  not  economical,)  by  which  the  Son  is 
referred  up  to  the  Father  as  his  Headj  and  not  vice  versa. 

As  to  the  Son's  acting  a  ministerial  part,  that  indeed  is 
purely  economical ;  and  there  was  no  impossibility,  in  the 
nature  of  the  thing,  but  the  Father  himself  might  have 
done  the  safme  :  but  it  was  more  congruous  that  he  who 
is  first  in  order  should  be  first  in  office  too :  and  had  it 
been  otherwise,  it  would  have  been  inverting  the  order  of 
the  Persons ;  which,  I  think,  is  reason  sufiicient  against 
it.  To  which  purpose  Bp.  Pearson  very  justly  observes : 
**  Upon  this  preeminence,  (of  the  Father,)  as  I  conceive, 
"  may  safely  be  grounded  the  congruUy  of  the  divine 
^^  mission.  We  often  read  that  Christ  was  ^t^  from 
^^  whence  he  bears  the  name  of  an  apostle  himself^  as 
'^  well  as  those  whom  he  therefore  named  so;  because  as 
'*  the  Father  sent  him,  so  sent  he  them.  The  Holy  Ghost 
^  is  also  said  to  be  sent,  sometimes  by  the  Father,  some* 
*•  times  by  the  Son :  but  we  never  read  that  the  Father 
'*  was  sent  at  all ;  there  being  an  authority  in  that  name 
**  wluch  seems  inconsistent  with  this  mission^.*  All  this 
is  very  right  in  the  Bishop's  sense  of  authority ;  not  in 
yours,  as  signifying  power  and  dominion  over  a  subject ; 
^ich  is  neither  excellent  nor  true  divinity,  but  false  and 
blasphemous. 

You  proceed  to  consider  my  argument  for  one  and  the 
same  strict  sense  of  the  word  God,  drawn  from  John  i.  i. 
which  argument  the  reader  may  see  briefly  summed  up  in 
my  first  Sermon,  vol.  ii.  p.  ai. 

■  Pearson  on  the  Creed,  p.  36. 
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'  I  atgufidi  as  ia  usual^  from  tbe  word  Goi  oecnrriag 
twice  in  the  $ame  verse,  without  the  least  hiat  of  aay 
d^ffiereni  sense.  You  pretcttd,  on  the  cootrarj,  that ''  for 
'*  that  very  reason  it  must  bear  a  diflerent  sense,  because 
'^  it  is  used  in  the  rery  same  sentence  by  way  of  contra* 
<^  distinction,''  p.  183.  By  what  kind  9f  logic  you  draw 
this  strange  inference,  I  see  not*  Suppose  it  were  said, 
Seth  was  widi  the  man,  (i.  e.  Adam,)  and  Seth  was  wtdn; 
doth  it  fbUow  that  the  word  man  carries  two  senses  ?  Oi 
God  the  Father  was  with  ike  Spirii,  (meaning  the  Hoh/ 
Ghosif)  and  the  Father  wms  Spkii;  does  it  follow  that 
the  word  Spirit  bears  two  senses?  Would  it  not  be  rather 
manifest  in  both  cases,  that  the  wocds  so  repeated,  and  so 
near  one  anodier^  are  interpretative  of  each  other  ?  '^  The 
^  Son,'*  you  say,  '<  is  alykd  God  the  IFord,  or  Messenger;'' 
which  is  more  than  you  know.  See  my  SenBons  as  to 
the  meaning  of  the  name  Wori9.  Bvrt  suppose  htm  so 
styled  by  way  of  protepsis,  (being  here  eonsidered  ante- 
cedently to  the  creation,)  as  one  that  was  to  be  sent  to 
create  tlie  worid,  and  to  reveal  the  Flather  to  mankind; 
how  is  this  at  all  repugnant  to  the  doctrine  of  his  bdng 
the  one  God  supreme  f  I  have  so  often  answered  this  pre- 
tence, that  I  am  afnud  of  nauseating  the  reader  with  re- 
petition. You  say,  '^  he  is  distingmdned  from  hia  who 
'^  of  hb  ovm  oiiginal  supreme  authority  sends  the  ases- 
^  sage/'  Very  true;  he  is  diillngttisihed  from  the  Person 
of  the  Father,  who  has  Ms  authority  fsom  none:  and  yet 
the  Son  having  tine  same  supreme  authority  (if  you  Biea» 
power  and  dominion)  from  the  Father,  is  one  God  supreme 

o  Si— -erangelista  Demn  alimn  nufi&rem  et  syfremum  hie  indicate  alivm 
vero  minorem  et  loiige  iMtquaiem ;  inoogitanter  admodum  Johannes,  ut  ait 
plerumque  Athanasdus,  res  a4eo  ditparataSf  sine  ufta,  dfstiiictioiie,  toio  eo- 
tkmque  vrnmlmh^  Hlramqiie  tofvXmuB,  sif^iieaiTil :  et  Ferbmm,  ait,  erai  tq/md 
Hemm,  ei  Bmt  erat  Verhmm.  Nam  qHis  noa  vod  Dem  cosjunctisi  repe. 
tite  eandem  utrolnque  significatioiiem  statim  aptaverit  ?  Quis  e<u»dein  Tocem, 
bis  eodem  loco  enuntiatam  tarn  ditparata  significare  putaverit?  Mbnifaueon^ 
Prmtkm,  Dmert.  m  Euseb,  Comment  in  Psalm,  p.  21. 

p  Sermon  i.  vol.  ii.  p.  3,  &o. 
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with  bim.  He  is  dtdttnguisbed,  you  aay,  from  the  "  firtt 
*^  Cause,  of  whom  are  all  things,"  because  *^  through  him" 
are  all  things.  He  is  distinguished  in  Person,  and  in  the 
manner,  or  order  of  operatii^ ;  but  not  as  one  cause  from 
another  cause:  for  as  all  things  are  of  one,  and  by  the 
other,  both  together  are  one  Cause  of  all  things  4;  their 
operations  undivided,  their  nature^  power,  perfections, 
and  glory  one. 

I  had  argued,  that  the  Son  was  God  before  the  creation* 
You  say  (p,  183.)  this  infers  not  supremacy.  Yes  it  doea: 
he  was  before  alt  creatwes,  therefore  «a  crecUure,  therefore 
no  precarious  being,  therefore  necessarily  existing,  there- 
fore equal  in  nature  and  Godhead  with  the  .Father;  there* 
fore  Gad  supreme  as  wdl  as  the  Father.  The  link  is 
never  the  worse  for  its  length,  if  it  be  but  well  con* 
tiected. 

I  had  said,  that  the  Son  could  not  be  called  God,  in 
the  mxise  of  dominion^  John  i.  i.  because  he  is  there  con- 
sidered antecedently  to  the  creaii^nf  smd  before  any  £b* 
i^ion  commenced.  This,  I  think,  is  self-evident.  But 
yaa  have  a  nund  to  dispute  the  pcont.  Your  argument 
tt»  that  God  wa»  merciful,  good,  Bsidjust,  before  the  crea* 
tion^  therefore  also  he  was  possessed  of  dominion^  p»  183,9 
184. 

That  ift  U>  say,  he  was,  disposed:  to  acts-  of  goodness, 
mercy ^  and  jusiice,  and  likewise  to  have  dominion  in  his 
own  appointed  time ;  therefore  he  had  dominion  before  he 
had  it*  Does  not  every  body  know,  that  dominus  ax)d 
sarvus,  master  and  seriHnU,  are  reiaiims,  as  much  (Ls/aib0r 
and  son,  kusiand  and  wife,  and  always  suppose  and  imply 
ta/da.  other,  commence  and  fall  together  ?  Tertollian  there- 
fere  was  very  right  and  accurate  in  his  distinction  about 
God  and  Lord' ;  that  the  Father  was  always  God,  God 

«  See  n^  Sermons^  vol.  ii.  p.  22,  iie.  46,  02,  65. 

^  Dei  nomen  dicimns  semper  fuisse  apiid  semetipsum  et  in  semetipso,  J[>o- 
mmnm  rero  bob  lemper.  Diversa  enim  utriuaque  conditio.  Hens  substantia 
ijijin  Aoneii^  id  eat»  divinitatiB ;  JDommus  veto  nou  substantiey  sed  potesta- 
tis:  anbstantiam  semper  fiuase  cum  no  nom&u,  quod  cat  Deusi  p«8tei^ 
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denoting  nature,  substance,  *and  perfections ;  but  became 
Lord  in  time,  as  soon  as  the  creation  commeiiced  5  Lord 
expressing  his  relation  to  his  creatures.    To  proceed : 

I  had  argued  for  Christ's  real  and  stipreme  divinity, 
from  his  part  in  the  creationf  according  to  John  i.  Here 
you  have  only  the  same  thing  over  again,  about  the  dis- 
tinction of  of  whom  and  by  whom;  which  is  nothing  to 
the  purpose. 

I  allow,  that  the  Father  is  primarily  Creator,  and  Son 
secondarily y  or  subordinately  ;  and  both  071^  Creator.  There 
is  a  difierence  of  order,  or  manner,  which  yet  makes  no 
difference  of  power  or  Godhead:  so  that  this  is  mere 
trifling,  unless  you  could  prove  that  the  Unity  of  Godhead 
is  not  consistent  with  the  distinction  of  Persons,  order,  or 
offices;  which  you  have  not  done.  I  dispute  not  whether 
lioL  may  express  the  primary  efficient  cause ;  it  expresses 
as  much  efficiency  as  uro  or  1%,  which  is  £dl  I  am  con- 
cerned for :  and  as  to  the  different  order  or  manner  of  the 
two  Persons  concurring  in  the  same  thing,  it  neither 
makes  them  two  Causes,  nor  two  Creators^  nor  two  Gods; 
nor  is  it  any  argument  against  the  Son's  being  Cause, 
Creator,  or  God,  in  the  same  high  and  full  sense  of  those 
words  as  the  Father. 

You  have  something  to  say  to  two  instances  given, 
(Rom.  xi.  36.  Heb.  ii.  10.)  where  81a  is  applied  to  the 
Father.  You  interpret  the  texts  of  his  providential  care : 
not  that  things  are  created,  but  preserved,  through  him. 
Allowing  you  this  construction,  (which  is  perfectly  pre- 
carious,) yet  you  have  only  seemed  to  say  something,  as 
usual,  when,  upon  the  matter,  you  have  really  said  no- 
thing. For  if  8i«  may  be  applied  even  to  the  Father, 
who,  with  you,  is  the  original  efficient  Cause-  of  the  pre- 
servation  of  all  things,  and  whose  is  the  original  govern- 
ing Providence,  (a  work  and  business  not  less  consider- 
able than  the  work  of  creation ;)    what  can  you  infer 

Domintts,  accedentis  scilicet  rei  roentio.  Nam  ex  qao  csM  caeperant  m  qns 
potestas  Domini  ageret,  ex  illo,  per  accessioiiem  potesta^s,  et  factos  et  dktas 
est  Domifitis.    TertulL  contr,  Heitnog.  cap.  3. 
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merely  from  81a  being  applied  to  God  the  Son  ?  He  might, 
notwithstanding  what  you  have  here  said,  be  efficient^  and 
even  originally  too,  either  in  creation  or  conservation  ;  for 
they  are  near  akin  to  each  other :  and  so  conservation  has 
been  sometimes  styled  continued  creation^  being  a  cgn- 
tinuance  of  the  same  power.  Might  you  not  therefore 
have  been  content  with  my  granting  you  more  than  you 
can  fiiirly  prove  from  the  bare  force  of  &i,  instead  of  la- 
bouring a  needless  point ;  where,  at  last,  you  can  make* 
nothing  out  ?  I  have  allowed  you  (which  I  may  now  calk 
a  courtesy)  a  priority  of  order :  make  your  advantage  of 
it.  You  say  it  is  in  words ;  that  i»,  because  you  make  a 
difference  in  order  to  be  no  difference  in  order;  and  con- 
found coordination  with  coequality.  I  desire  no  greater 
advantage  over  an  adversary  than  to  sec  him  reduced  to 
self-contradiction  and  plain  defiance  to  common  setiscy  only 
to  keep  up  an  hypothesis.  I  admit  a  difference  of  order, 
not  of  nature:  but  that  word  nature  is  so  very  obscure 
and  metaphysical;  I  would  say,  that  distinction  is  so  plain 
and  obvious,  carrying  in  it  so  entire  a  confutation  of  iall 
you  have  been  saying,  or  doing,  that  you  cannot  endure 
the  least  mention  of  it.  You  have  thought  it  material  to 
observe,  (p.  186.)  that  things  are  said  to  have  been  created 
for  the  pleasure  erf  God  the  Father,  (Rev.  iv.  10,  11.) 
wWch  is  no  where  said  of  the  Son.  To  which  I  answer, 
nor  twice  of  the  Father.  However,  nobody  can  doubt 
but  the  world  was  created  for  the  Son's  pleasure  as  well 
as  the  Father's ;  and  to  me  it  seems  that  the  expression 
rf  St.  Paul  ("  All  things  were  created  by  him,  and  for 
^him'*)  18  as  strong  and  significative  aa  the  other.  I 
am  the  more  confirmed  in  it,  because  I  observe  that  you 
translate,  or  construe,  bU  cturiv  ra,  wovra  in  Rom.  xi.  36. 
(the  very  same  phrase  here  used  in  Coloss.  i.  15.)  "  To 
"  his  glory  they  all  terminate,"  (p.  185.)  which  is  as 
much  as  terminating  in  his  pleasure^. 
We  are  now  to  hold  a  debate  about  6  ©tJ;,  which  is 

*  See  my  Sermonty  rol.  ii.  p.  36. 
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very  needkss  in  the  main,  because  I  bad  really  admitted 
(to  shorten  our  dispute)  more  than  you  could  prove,  either 
from  Scripture  or  aniiqmiy.  I  had  allowed  i  0fo^  to  be 
the  ordinary  tide  of  God  the  Father,  and  rightly  reserved 
to  .him,  in  most  cases,  as  his  distinguishing  personal 
character^,  in  the  sense  of  ot^i^og.  Yet  I  very  well 
know  that  this  is  more  than  you*can  prove  frcmi  the  Fa- 
ihers,  except  from  Origen ;  and  that  not  from  his  latest 
afid  best  writings.  Might  you  not  then  have  thought  it 
sufficient  to  build  upon  my  concessions^  rather  than  to 
make  your  cause  appear  the  weaker,  by  endeavouring  to 
g^ve  it  more  strength  than  belongs  to  it  ?  It  is  demonstra<» 
tion,  that  the  Fathers  in  general  made  no  account  of  the 
distinction  between  Geo;  and  6  9fd;,  in  our  present  case ; 
because  of  their  applying  a  multitude  of  texts  to  Christ, 
where  there  is  6  ©€oj,  as  before  shown.  Your  pretence 
of  his  being  considered  as  representative  only,  has  been 
tuUy  answered  above :  besides  that  you  are  ftxctuating 
and  inconsistent  in  your  accounts  of  that  matter ;  some* 
times  allowing  Christ  to  be  what  he  is  there  styled  (viz. 
h  fSh^i)  in  his  own  Person;  and  again  retracting  it,  by 
sui^posing  the  title  to  belong  -only  to  the  other  Person, 
whom  he  represented^  In  short,  you  seem  not  to  know 
what  to  determine,  or  where  to  fix;  so  vmious  and  un- 
constaat  a  thing  is  error.  It  being  certain  that  the  Fa* 
thers,  in  general^  so  interpreted  Scripture  as  to  make  no 
HfOcount  of  your  distinction;  it  will  be  of  less  weight  if 
they  appear  to  make  more  of  it  in  their  own  writings : 
for  why  shduld  they  fix  a  rule  to  themselves  wUch  Scrip-' 
ture  (by  their  own  account)  had  not  observed,  but  the 
direct  contrary?  Indeed,  you  have  two  writers,  before 
the  Nicene  Council,  to  produce  for  it,  Clemens  and  Ori* 
gen :  as  to  Clemens,  how  little  he  made  of  the  distino* 
tion,  as  to  our  present  question,  may  be  observed  from 
his  manner  of  styling  the  Father  and  Son  together  6  ©sjf , 
as  hath  be^i  noted  above.    Besides  this,  I  took  notice 

<  Sn  my  IMcMce^  roL  i.  p.  50. 
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Umt  he  often  gives  the  Son^  singly ^  the  title  of  i  Qd^ : 
and  I  referred  to  the  places^ :  you  have  domething  to  say 
to  eveiy  one  of  them,  to  show  how  resolute  you  can  be 
in  deCbndiag  any  thing  you  have  once  pretended  to  lay  a 
stress  upon.    To  the  first  passage^,  you  say  it  is  only  an 
allusion  to  PsaL  xxxiv.  8.  And  what  then  ?  Is  it  ever  the 
less  true,  that  6  9fo$  is  there  apf^ed  to  Christ?  To  the 
second  passage  v  you  say,  the  A^«(  is  spoken  of,  as  per- 
sonaiing  the  Father.    Not  a  word  does  Clemens  say  of 
personating  J  but  of  the  Son's  being  theykceof  the  Father^ : 
so  that  in  seeing  (Hie,  both  were,  in  a  manner,  seen ;  one 
being  the  perfiMst  resemblance  of  the  other,  and  repreeent'^ 
ing  him,  (not  in  your  low  sense  of  personaiingy)  but  ex* 
hibiting  him,  as  in  a  lively  mirror,  by  exhibiting  himsdf. 
Besides,  that  it  is  plain  from  Clemens,  that  the  same 
Person  who  was  to  be  man,  was  6  0f^.    Was  this  the 
fklA^r,  think  you,  or  the  Son  ?  To  the  third  passages 
you  say,  that  die  6  Oti^  *^  is  not  the  Aiyo^,  but  a  sanctified 
^*  Christian.''    But  your  better  retreat  is  to  the  various 
ieciion;  not  only  because  your  construction  is  at  least 
dubiotts,  but  because  if  it  were  certain,  it  were  still  an 
instance  of  i  Qt)f  applied  by  Clemens  contrary  to  your 
eiitiobm.    To  die  fourth  and  Jifth  passages^,  you  refdy, 
diat  ^  r^  0§i9  and  r^  Oi^  may  be  understood  of  the  Fa* 
^  ther."    To  whidi  I  need  only  say,  they  cannot  without 
strainii^,  saad  making  the  oonstruction  forced  and  unna- 
tural.   To  the  sixths,  you  say,  ^^  the  limitations  added 
^^  afc  strongly  against  me/'    That  is  only  a  fancy  of  your 
own:  butt  was  not  the  question,  whether  i09b$  was  ap- 


( Altz.  p.  72, 138, 851, 873,  436, 888. 
«  'Ihrt  trt  Xfi€H  4  B4s.     Clam,  p,  72, 

p.  132. 

hwrnifimrmif  Zn  iSSt  rip  ^m,  rh  ni^ur  Srig  W**  i  &»is,  i  XiyH»  &C.     Gem, 
MUtL 

•  Oem.  Alex.  p.  251.  ^  Ibid.  p.  273,  436. 

*  'JkfMM  y^  4^  Hirrttms  ri  OiS,  rv  fffi  mmrmCi^Sf  W^v  0»fiC^ti  yttafitivM 
rv  wmrfif,     Oem,  p.  832. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


176  A  SECOND  DEFENCE       Qu- lU. 

plied  to  Christ  by  Clemens?  An  ingenuous  man  would 
either  have  confessed  pUun  fact,  or  have  S2ud  nothing. 
None  of  the  passages,  you  say,  **  give  to  the  Son  the  title 
"  (6  Gto$)  in  the  absolute  and  unlimited  construction/' 
And  might  you  not  have  had  this  reserve,  if  I  had  pro- 
duced a  thousand  passages  with  6  €>§os  applied  to  Christ  ? 
I  do  not  expect  you  should  grant  them  t^  be  understood 
in  the  unlimited  construction :  you  have  resolved  against 
it :  and  if  there  were  as  many  instances  in  Scriptme  as  in 
the  Fathers,  you  might  still  have  some  pretence  against 
an  unlimited  construction.  In  the  mean  while,  what  be- 
comes of  your  criticisms  upon  6  €>60f,  if  we  are  to  judge 
from  at  her  rz^s,  whether  it  is  to  be  understood  with 
limitation,  or  otherwise  ?  Doth  it  not  appear,  even  froni 
yourself,  that  the  insisting  on  the  article  is  very  trifling? 
I  had  likewise  produced  Clemens  for  styling  the  Son, 
0  wayroxpuToop^.  Here  you  tell  me  it  is  not  in  an  absolute 
construction.  And  what  if  it  is  not  ?  The  instance  is  suf- 
ficient to  show  that  Christ  is  true  God^  upon  Clemens'fl 
principles,  because  he  is  6  mmyroKparoop^,  for  Clemens  makes 
no  distinction  about  absolute  construction.  But  neither 
can  you  prove  that  Clemens  does  not  use  the  words  rh 
tTotvTQKparopot,  in  the  passage  cited,  in  an  absolute  construC'*> 
tion,  (if  one  can  know  what  you  mean  by  absolute,)  nor 
if  you  could,  would  it  at  all  change  the  sense  of  the  word 
vwfTQxpajwfy  or  make  it  signify  any  thing  less  than  when 
applied  ever  so  absolutely.  Clemens  reasons  from  it  in 
the  same  manner  as  he  would  have  done  from  the  same 
word,  or  tide,  understood  in  the  fullest  and  highestsense 
that  vravToxgaroDp,  or  Almighty,  can  come  up  to.  It  is  to 
litde  purpose  for  you  to  show  that  Clemens  someumes 
styles  the  Father  piivos  o  'urotvroxqa.rwp.  It  is  not  Clemens's 
way  to  use  the  exclusive  terms,  in  such  instances,  in  any 
opposition  to  God  the  Son,  but  quite  the  contrary;  as 

wtn,     Clem,  p.  277. 
r«f,     Clem,  p.  548. 
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hath  been  observed  above.  As  to  Origen,  you  will  be 
able  to  make  no  more  of  tbe  place  cited^  than  this ;  that 
as  the  Aiyo;  excels  all  other  his  inferiors,  so  also  the  Aiyof 
18  excelled  by  the  Father;  not  in  the  same  degree,  but  in 
a  certain  sense,  as  the  Father  is  auroSfoj,  God  from  none> 
the  Son  God  by  partaking  of  the  Father's  Godhead. 

However,  if  Origen  or  his  interpolators  have  any  where 
in  these  comments  dropped  any  unwary  expressions  j  you 
will  remember  that  they  are  of  no  moment  any  farther 
than  they  are  consistent  with  Origen*s  certain^  well* 
weighed  doctrine,  in  his  treatise  against  Celsus. 

As  to  Eusebius,  your  last  authority  for  the  distinction 
between  Gti$  and  6  ©iJ^,  (whatever  his  principles  were,) 
aU  the  use  he  makes  of  the  distinction  is  only  to  prove 
against  Marcellus,  that  the  Son  was  not  the  Father.  For 
he  perpetually  charges  Marcellus  with  Sabellianism;  as 
making  the  Son  to  be  the  Father^  and  vice  versa.  His 
words,  literally  and  justly  rendered,  (not  as  you  render 
them,)  run  thus  :  "  The  Evangelist  could  have  said,  the 
"  Word  was  6  0«J;,  with  the  addition  of  the  article,  bad 
^^  he  thought  the  Father  and  Son  to  be  one  and  the  same 
^^thingf  and  that  the  Word  himself  was  the  God  over 
"  alls/'  The  sense  of  this  passage  will  entirely  depend 
upon  a  right  consideration  of  what  it  was  that  Eusd>ius 
charged  Marcellus  with ;  or  how  he  understood  Marcellus 
to  affirm  tbe  Father  and  Son  to  be  the  same  thing,  or 
same  God. 

Now  this  will  easily  appear  from  divers  places  in  Euse- 
bius's  treatise  against  him.  He  charges  Marcellus  with 
nuJung  the  Word  a  mere  notional  thing,  fleetiog  and 
vanishing,  like  a  human  word,  nothing  living  and  subsist^ 
ingK    He  charges  him  with  taking  it  in  a  Jewish  sense, 

*■  Autrltfy  yitg  mStrsTg  •«  rir$  ftHf  mlri^t  i  Biog  Ifs rSi'  3i  «  wm^  t§  mi^ 

^fUyan.    Ory,  m  J«*.  p.  4€,  47.    ^d.  Huetu  not  p.  f  3,  94. 

i^ytU  mmi  rrnvrif  nyur»  rw  irmri^  tUmt  mm}  rif  mir  miriv  n  iSmt  tm  Xtyw  rit 
««•;  T«»rM9  ^M».    Buseb.  conir.  Mare,  p.  127. 
••  Euseb.  p.  4,  19.  p.  5. 
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and  making  na  more  than  a  nominal  difference  between 
the  Father  and  his  Wbrd'^ :  one  Essence  and  one  Hypostasis 
too,  in  the  way  of  Sabellius.  He  charges  him  with  taking 
away  the  very  existence  as  well  as  Hypostasis  of  the  Son ; 
with  making  one  Hypostasis  with  three  nafnes\  having 
no  more  than  a  nominal^  not  a  real  distinction.  Hence  it 
is  plain  what  Eusebius,  in  the  passage  above  cited,  meant 
by  tv  x^  ravTovj  one  and  the  same  thing  ;  as  also  by  making 
the  Aoyos  to  be  rov  twl  'uretfrm  0eov,  the  God  over  alL  It 
was  making  Father  and  Son  one  Person,  as  we  now  term 
it ;  and  so  confounding  both  in  one^  as  to  take  away  all 
real  distinction.  You  have  therefore  no  reason  to  think  I 
had  partially  represented  Eusebius,  when  I  said,  (Defence, 
vol.  i.  p.  49.)  that  he  made  no  farther  use  of  the  observa- 
tion about  the  article,  than  to  prove  against  Marceljus, 
that  the  Aoyo^  is  a  distinct  real  Person,  and  not  the  Esther 
himself.  It  is  you  that  have  partially  represented  Euse- 
bius,  either  to  serve  your  hypothesis,  or  for  want  of  con- 
sidering the  drift  and  scope  of  Eusebius's  treatise,  and  in 
what  sense  he  uses  his  terms. 

What  then  is  the  result  of  your  inquiries  about  the 
distinction  between  ©ei?  with  the  article  and  without  it  ? 
1.  You  have  not  been  able  to  prove  that  the  Ante-Nicene 
writers  in  general  took  any  notice  at  all  of  it :  two  only 
are  found,  Clemens  and  Origen.  The  former  never  applies 
it  at  all  to  the  text  of  St.  John,  nor  makes  any  use  of  it 
to  show  the  preeminence  of  the  Father  above  the  Son : 
so  far  from  it,  that  he  gives  the  title  of  6  0«Sff  indifferently 
to  Father,  or  Son,  or  to  both  together,  according  as  occa- 
sion ofiers.  The  latter  has  indeed,  in  an  unaccurate  work, 
or  perhaps  corrupted,  mentioned  the  distinction,  and  ap- 
plied it  to  prove  some  preeminence  of  the  Father  as  being 
God  of  himself,  or  unbegotten.  But  in  his  later  and  more 
certainly  genuine  works,  he  has  nothing  of  this  kind,  but 
resolves  the  Unity  in  a  very  different  way  from  what  he 
had  done  in  his  Commentaries  ;  answering  the  objection  of 

*  Eoseb.  p.  33, 35,  36.  k  Ibid.  p.  167, 175. 
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Ditheism  upon  quite  another  foot.  %.  You  have  not  been 
able  to  show  that  the  Fathers  ever  imagined  the  Scripture 
style  to  be  at  all  conformable  to  that  distinction :  nay,  the 
contrary  is  evident  from  their  citing  a  multitude  of  texts 
of  the  Old  Testj^ment,  and  applying  them  to  Christ  as 
therein  denoted  by  the  title  of  6  0«oV»  3-  You  have  not 
been  able  to  show,  that  the  Fathers  ever  invariably  or 
carefully  followed  any  such  rule  in  their  own  stylcy  (though 
you  confidently  affirm  they  did,  p.  188.)  For,  besides 
what  hath  been  shown  from  Cletnens,  examples  may  be 
given  to  the  contrary  out  of  the  other  ancient  writers'. 
4.  If  it  could  have  been  proved  that  this  distinction  had 
been  ever  sq  constantly  observed;  yet  no  certain  conse- 
quence in  favour  of  your  principles  could  be  drawn  from 
it :  nothing  but  what  (for  the  sake  of  shortening  a  dis- 
pute) I  would  have  admitted,  without  your  producing 
any  ancient  writer  for  it ;  namely  this,  that  the  Father  is 
emphatically  0  0foV,  as  ^rst  Person^  though  the  Son  be 
&eos  in  the  same  sense:  almost  in  like  manner  as  the 
Holy  Ghost  is  emphatically  to  cjveOjxa,  though  the  Father 
or  Son  be  crveufta  in  as  strict  and  proper  a  sense  of  crv«ufwt 
as  the  other. 

You  at  length  bring  me  a  quotation  from  Theodorus 
Abucara,  a  very  orthodox  man  of  the  ninth  century,  allow- 
ing that  in  Scripture  style  0  Bsos  is  a  title  appropriate  to 
the  Father.  This  is  more  than  the  ancients  would  have 
allowed ;  except  the  observation  be  confined  to  the  New 
Testament.  However,  you  may  perceive  that,  in  the 
judgment  of  very  orthodox  men,  our  cause  is  in  no  danger 
from  this  famed  distinction "»:  they  knew  the  difference 

1  Irenaiis,  p.  211^  215^  271.  ed.  BenecL  Hippclytus,  vcd.  i.  p.  267.  ii.p.  15, 
20.  M^to,  dt.  a  Grab.  Not.  in  Bull.  p.  86.  Origenes  contr.  Cels.  p.  85, 
162. 

"*  Pfetavius,  where  he  cites  the  passage  you  mention,  cites  also  another  of 
the  smne  author ;  which  deserved  your  notice. 

^ti^  i  nmrni>  Im  M  iltirtf  i  ^$»kiys,    Petav,  Trm,  lib.  iv.  cap.  15.  p.  262. 
"He  is  cvnpfaatically  styled  God,  because  the  Father  is  the  Union,  or 
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between  allowing  i  Qti^  to  be  an  appropriate  title,  and 
making  the  sense  of  0fo^  depend  upon  an  article. 

As  to  John  i.  i.  where  the  want  of  the  article  before 
&iif  is  made  an  objection  against  us^  it  should  be  con- 
sidered that  the  expression,  0f  j;  ijv  6  kiyof,  is  just  what  it 
should  be  on  our  principles.  The  want  of  the  article  de- 
termines 0fi(  to  be  the  predicate,  ascertains  the  construc- 
tion against  the  Sabellians^  and  is  the  very  expression 
which  any  accurate  Greek  writer  would  choose,  rather 
than  the  other,  to  signify  what  we  understand  by  it- 
Having  done  with  criticisms,  you  return  to  your  logical 
subtleties.  I  had  admitted  a  priority  of  order,  yet  deny- 
ing the  Son  to  be  God  in  a  subordinate  sense :  upon  which 
you  remark,  ^<  then  he  is  God  in  a  coordinate  sense ;  and 
"  what  becomes  of  the  priority  of  order  ?*' 

To  which  I  answer,  lliat  though  he  be  God  in  a  coor- 
dinate,  or  rather  the  same  sense  of  the  word  God,  yet  be 
is  Grod  in  a  subordinate  manner,  as  being  God  of  God: 
and  now  what  becomes  of  the  subordinate  sense  of  the 
word  God? 

You  pretend,  that  subordinate  has  necessarily  a  relation 
to  government :  which  1  deny.  And  if  you  could  prove 
it,  (as  you  cannot,)  all  that  would  follow  is,  that  Grod  the 
Son  is  not  subordinate.  And  then,  instead  of  saying  that 
he  is  subordinate,  we  would  only  say  that  he  is  a  Son,  or 
that  he  is  of  the  Father;  changing  the  phra^e^  but  still 
retaining  the  doctrine  under  other  terms.  But  it  is  ridi- 
culous to  assert,  that  a  difference  of  order  does  not  make 
a  subordination,  or  an  equality  of  order  a  coordination. 
To  my  instance  of  Adam  and  Seth,  you  say,  that  **  to 
**  Adam,  considered  as  a  governor,  Seth  was  subordinate**' 
Yes,  and  subject  too.  But  to  Adam,  considered  merely 
as  a  Father,  he  was  only  suhordinate,^SLnd  not  subject. 
You  add,  that  **  man  being  the  abstract  name  of  a 
species,  all  men  are  equally  men.'*     In  like  manner, 


(( 


«  Mdinif  up,  or  recapitlilatioii  t>f  the  Trinity;  as  (Gregory)  the  dit>me  has 
«  ohwrvtd." 
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God  being  a  name  for  as  many  Persons  as  have  the  divine 
nature^  every  Person  having  that  nature  is  equally  God. 
You  go  on :  '*  Among  men  a  son  does  not  derive  his  being 
"  from  his  father— —but  God,  when  he  is  styled  Father, 
"  must  always  be  understood  to  be  aiV/a,  a  true  and  prc^r 
"  cause,  really  and  efficiently  giving  life/*  This  is  the 
philosophy  of  Dr.  Clarke  °:  and  it  is  to  intimate,  that 
though  every  son  of  man  has  the  **  nature  of  man,"  and 
is  equal  in  nature  to  his  Father;  yet  the  "  Son  of  God" 
must  not  have  the  "  nature  of  God,"  nor  be  in  nature 
equal  to  the  Father.  Excellent  doctrine !  And  yet  yo^ 
are  affronted  to  be  called  Arians.  The  answer  is,  that 
God  the  Father  is  not  the  cause  of  his  Son,  in  Dr.  Clarke'^ 
sense;  who  admits  no  necessary  causes.  Neither  can  the 
Doctor  prove,  either  from  Scripture  or  Fathers^  that  ever 
the  Son  was  ao  caused  by  a  voluntary  acly  or  choice.  In 
the  old  sense  of  cause,  as  the  sun  is  the  cause  of  light,  the 
root  of  ks  branches,  the  fountain  of  streams,  and  the  like, 
the  Father  was  ever  believed  to  be  the  cause  of  his  Son, 
and  no  otherwise. 

What  you  hint  from  Novatian  about  power,  means  only 
paternal  authority ,  and  priority  of  order  on  that  account* 
You  conclude  with  saying,  that  I  might  have  argued  that 
"  the  Son  is  included  in  the  one  unbegotten  God.'*  But 
I  do  not  find  Scripture  speaking  any  thing  of  th^  one 
unbegotten  God.  It  mentions  the  one  God,  and  excludes 
all  other  Gods ;  wtierefore  the  Son  being  included,  is  AOit 
another  God,  but  the  same  God.  And  though  I  like  noit 
the  expression  of  ^*  the  unbegotten  God,  and  the  begotten 
^  God,"  because  it  comes  too  near  the  language  of  Dir 
iheisMy  (which  you  are  every  whece  inculcating,)  yfit  I 
fthall  make  no  acjruple  of  sayiag,  that  the  Father,  God 
^egoiteuy  9xid  the  Son,  Godi  begotten,  are  both  one 
-Godo. 

■  Clarke's  Script  Doct  p.  239, 273.  ed.  2d. 

•  See, my  Answer  tQ  Dr.  Whitby,  vol.  ii.  p.  218,  &c. 
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Query  IV. 
Whether,  supposing  the  Scripture  notion  of  God  to  be  no 
mere  than  that  of  the  Author  and  Governor  of  the  uni- 
verse, or  whatever  it  he,  the  admitting  of  another  to  he 
.  Author  and  Governor  of  the  universe,  he  not  admitting 
another  God ;  contrary  to  the  texts  hefore  cited  from 
Isaiah,  and  also  to  Isa.  xlii.  8.  xlviii.  ii.  where  he  de- 
dares  he  will  not  give  his  glory  to  another  ? 

IN  defence  of  this  Query,  I  charged  you  with  Ditheism, 
as  professing  one  Author  and  Governor  to  be  a  God,  and 
another  Author  and  Governor  to  be  a  God  likewise :  not 
the  same  God  with  the  other,  but  another,  consequently 
two  Gods;  which  is  undeniably  evident  in  your  scheme. 

You  say»  in  answer,  that  my  "  defence  of  this  and  of 
**  the  following  Query  is  in  reality  (without  intending  it) 
**  an  attempt  to  expose  and  render  ridiculous  the  express 
*'  doctrine  of  St.  John  and  St.  Paul,  and  to  make  it  appear 
"  inconsistent  with  the  Old  Testament,"  p.  195. 

The  reader,  I  doubt  not,  will  be  surprised  at  this  high 
flight  of  extravagance.  Hitherto  I  thought  I  had  to  do 
with  a  soher  man,  however  mistaken  in  many  things.  But 
you  are  now  giving  yourself  liberties  of  such  a  kind,  as 
can  scarce  be  thought  consistent  with  that  character; 
What  I  expected  of  you  was,  that  you  should  clear  your 
hypothesis  of  the  charge  of  "  two  Gods ;''  every  man 
taking  it  for  granted,  that  neither  St.  John  nor  St.  Paul, 
neither  Scripture  nor  antiquity ,  ever  taught  two  Gods.  But 
the  charge  being  so  full  and  plain,  that  you  can  no  way 
evade  it,  you  are  resolved,  it  seems,  to  carry  it  oflF  with 
an  air  of  assurance,  and  to  charge  even  St.  John  and  St. 
Paul  with  the  same.  You  do  well  to  put  your  authorities 
very  high  and  strong ;  because,  I  remember,  Justin  Mar- 
tyr and  Irenaeus  have  said,  that  they  could  not  have  be- 
lieved even  our  Lord  himself,  had  he  preached  up  another 
God  beside  the  Maker  of  all  things.  However,  if  you  are 
able  to  make  your  point  good  from  Scripture,  I  shall 
think  it  sufficient.    A-nd  suffer  me  once  more  to  dispute 
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it  with  you ;  not  to  expose  or  render  ridiculous  St.  John 
or  St.  Paul,  (God  forbid!)  but  men  of  a  much  lower 
class ;  who,  when  their  cause  is  most  desperate,  are  used 
to  put  on  the  greatest  confidence  for  a  blind  to  the  readers. 
Let  us  hear  what  you  have  to  say :  and  do  not  tell  me 
that  I  am  ^'  not  arguing  against  Dr.  Clarke  and  you,  but 
"  against  plain  Scripture  ;*'  as  if  Scripture  were  plain  foi 
two  Gods. 

You  begin  with  your  old  pretence,  that  the  texts  of 
Isaiah  are  all  ^'  expressly  personal.^'  Be  it  so :  so  also 
are  many  expressions  in  Scripture  and  antiquityy  indeed 
in  all  writers ;  where  yet  the  exclusive  terms  exclude  those 
persons  only  whom  they  were  intended  in  opposition  to. 
It  is  a  rule  of  language  common  to  all  kinds  of  authors ; 
whereas  your  rigorous  interpretation  of  the  exclusive  terms 
has  nothing  in  the  nature  of  the  thing,  or  in  custom  of 
speech,  to  support  it.  You  can  scarce  dip  into  any  writer, 
but  you  find  exceptions  against  it. 

You  endeavour  farther  to  shift  off  the  charge  of  Di" 
theism^  by  retorting  it  upon  me.  But  how  wide  a  diffe* 
rence  is  there  in  the  two  cases !  As  I  maintain  that  the 
Son  is  not  another  God,  nor  both  two  Gods,  so  I  consist*- 
ently  teach  that  both  are  one  God:  you  mountain,  that 
God  can  be  a  name  for  no  more  than  "  one  Person,"  that 
each  of  the  Persons  is  "  a  God,"  and  that  they  are  not 
together  **  one  God."  What  is  this  but  saying  directly 
that  they  are  two  Gods  ?  I  may  mistake  in  my  hypothesis, 
(which  yet  has  not  been  shown,)  but  you  are  plainly 
self'Condemned.  You  have  recourse  to  St.  Paul,  (p.  197.) 
who  favours  your  notions  as  little  as  I  do.  You  ask, 
whether  he  "  was  a  teacher  of  Polytheism  ?"  I  verily 
think  not :  and  if  your  doctrine  stands  as  clear  as  St. 
Paul's,  all  will  be  well  with  you.  But  do  not  father  ydur 
conceits  upon  the  blessed  Apostle.  He  directs  us,  you 
say,  *'  to  the  one  true  God,  of  whom  are  all  things."  Yes, 
he  tells  us  that  the  ^^  Father,  of  whom  are  all. things,!' 
is  the  *^  one  God,"  in  opposition  to  false  ones,  to  nominal 
gods  and  lords :  and  it  is  plain,  that  he  meant  it  not  in 
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cpposUion  to  God^the  Son,  because  he  reckon^  bim  ^<God 
^*  to  us,"  (Rom.  ix.  5.)  which  none  of  the  nominal  gods 
are.  Now,  since  the  same  St.  Paul  says  that  '^  there  is 
"  no  other  God  but  one,"  (i  Cor.  viii.  4.)  it  is  manifest 
that  though  the  Father  be  emphatically  styled  one  God^ 
yet  he  and  the  Son  together  are  not  two  Gods^  but  tme 
Godv. 
You  ask,  whether  when  St.  Paul  tells  us  that  "  God 

**  our  Saviour saved  us through  Jesus  Christ  our 

"  Saviour,"  he  does  thereby  preach  two  Savuntrs  ?  (Tit. 
iii.  4,  6.)    Yes  certainly,  unless  both  be  (me  Samomt. 
Wherefore  you  by  denying  them  to  be  one^  make  tw6 
Saviours,  as  you  dio  also  ttuo  Gods.    To  your  other  ques- 
tion, I  answer,  that  Jesus  Christ  is  the  same  (rod  and  the 
same  Saviour^  though  not  the  same  Person  with  him  styled 
<*  God  our  Saviour,"  Tit-  iv-    You  go  on:   "  Did  our 
'^  Saviour  himself  introduce  heathen  Pcdytheism,  when  he 
'^  said,  (Mark  xii.  29.)    The  Lord  our  God  is  one  Lofiy 
^\  and  yet  immediately  after  mentions  another  Lord,  ver. 
^^  36?"  But  who  has  taught  you  to  call  that  other,  an- 
other Lord?  This  did  not  our  Saviour :  you  are  the  Po/y- 
theist,  (and  not  he,)  by  your  strained  and  false  comments 
upon  his  words. 
This  is  what  you  call  producing  express  Scripture. 
What  you  have  farther,  p.  198,  about  Bp.  Pearson  and 
Bp.  Bull,  (who  are  both  directly  against  you,)  is  marvel** 
Jous ;  as  also  your  account  of  antiquity,  which  has  been 
answered.    Your  pretence^  that  no  ancient  writer  ever 
argued  against  Po^theism^  by  alleging  that  Christ  is  the 
*^  one  supreme  God,"  or  individually  the  ^*  same  Go^,*' 
is  a  shameful  misreport^  a  manifest  untruth ;  unless  you 
have  some  poor  equivocation  in  the  words.    Tcrtrilian, 
Origen,  Hippolytus,  Lactantius,  Sec.  as  many  as  resolve 
the  Unity  of  Godhead  into  Unity  of  subsi&nce,  (as  the 
ancients  in  general  do,)  are  so  many  evidences  of  your 
fidsdiood.    For  if  Christ  be  one  substance  wiHi  the  Fa- 

p  See  my  SermoiiSy  voh  U.  p.  31^  &c. 
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ther,  be  b  one  God  supreme,  God  b^g  a  name  of  sub- 
stance. 
Your  telling  me  that  I  make  "  one  substance,"  but 

never  ^'  one  Grod,"  is  just  as  if  you  bad  siud,  I  make  one 
God,  but  never  make  one  God;  or  else  it  is  a  weak  beg- 

^ng  the  question.    You  pretend,  the  Unity  of  God  is 
secure  by  making  one  origifial  Cause.     Right ;   if  you 

take  in  God  the  Father  and  God  the  Son  into  the  one 
Godhead:  otherwise,  by  excluding  one  of  your  Gods,  you 
make  a  supreme  God  aad  an  inferior  God,  after  the  way 
of  Pagan  Polyiheists  ;  and  so  Ditheism  is  unavoidable.  I 
asked,  where  the  sacred-  writers  ever  limited  the  sense  of 
the  texts  relating  to  the  Unity  by  the  word  supreme? 
Where  do  they  say  there  is  but  one  supreme  God,  instead 
of  one  God?  You  have  not  one  text  to  produce  out  of  the 
loM^  against  idolatry:  a  plain  sign  that  Scripture  went 
upon  ^ite  other  prfaicii^es  than  yours.  And  the  reason 
of  it  is  evident,  because  the  design  was  to  intimate  that 
no  other  God  but  the  God  of  Israel  was  to  be  ad-* 
nutted. 

To  have  made  him  supreme  God  only,  would  have  left 
room  for  any  mferior  deities  to  be  taken  in  with  him. 
The  place  of  the  Psalms  (Ps.  xlvii.  2.)  declaring  God  to 
be  mt^iro;,  or  m^t  high,  reacheth  iK)t  the  point ;  unless  it 
bad  been  said,  you  shall  have  none  other  most  high  God  hut 
him,  to  leave  room  for  lower  deities.  There  is  a  great 
deal  of  <£fierence  between  saying,  there  1%  one  most  high 
God,  and  there  is  one  God  who  is  most  high :  as  much  as 
between  saymg,  there  is  <me  supreme  Ki^  of  Great  Bri- 
iain,  and  th«re  is  one  King  of  Great  Britain  who  is  supreme. 
Your  instance  is  the  more  unfortunately  chosen,  because 

.  the  very  Person  there  styled  wl^tro^,  most  high,  h  by  some 
of  the  ancients  (Justin  Martyr  particularly)  understood 
to  be  God  the  Son;  which  I  infer  fipom  thdr  interpretii^ 
verse  the  5tfa,  &c.  of  him.  Your  other  instances  are  as 
little  to  your  purpose :  but  it  is  pretty  remarkable,  that 
while  you  are  confidently  glorying  of  nothing  less  than 
plain  and  express  Scripture,  you  are  talking  in  a  style 
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unknown  to  Scripturey  but  very  well  known  to  the  Pagans^ 
that  there  is  one  only  supreme  God;  intimating  that  there 
are  inferior  Gods,  or  one  God  at  least,  besides  him.  As 
to  your  several  what'think^you's,  p.  aoo.  I  refer  you  to 
my  Sermons  q. 

You  tell  me,  that  6  0ioV,  in  Scripture,  &c.  signifies  the 
supreme  God.  Does  it  so?  Then  according  to  all  an- 
tiquity,  applying  6  0ios  to  Christ  in  their  citations  of  the 
Old  Testament,  Christ  is  the  supreme  God.  But  I  beg 
leave  to  say,  that  it  signifies  only  God;  and  there  is  no 
need  of  saying  supreme  Gorf,  when  4here  is  no  reference  to 
an  inferior  God:  and  therefore  Scripture,  and  generally 
antiquity,  say  nothing  of  a  supreme  Grod,  because  they 
acknowledged  no  inferior  God;  to  which  such  expres- 
sions have  a  tacit  reference.  It  was  from  the  Pagans  that 
such  language  was  at  first  borrowed,  and  used  at  length 
by  some  Christian  writers,  (as  Amobius  and  Lactantius,) 
though  by  them  very  rarely ;  and  with  such  cautions  as 
might  be  sufficient  ta  prevent  misconstruction. 

As  St.  Paul  was  willing  to  adopt  the  name  of  unknown 
Gody  in  compliance  vnih  the  Pagan  phrase,  to  lead  them 
into  a  belief  of  the  God  of  the  Christians :  so«6ome  of  the 
Fathers  were  inclinable  to  take  the  name  of  mparroi  0fo^, 
or  princeps  Deus,  and  to  apply  it,  in  a  Christian  sense,  to 
draw  the  Pagans  insensibly  to  the  worship  of  the  true 
God,  under  such  a  name  as  they  had  given  to  a  false  one. 
Otherwise  this  kind  of  phrases  is  not  properly  Christian, 
nor  to  be  used  by  Christians. 

It  is  one  thing  to  say  God  is  supreme,  is  wavroxpartop,  is 
over  all,  or  the  like ;  and  quite  another  to  say,  there  is 
one  supreme  God ;  which,  in  propriety  of  speech,  implies 
that  he  has  another  God  under  him.  We  say  of  the  King, 
that  he  is  supreme  in  his  dominions ;  but  who  ever  talks 
of  the  supreme  King  of  Great  Britain,  as  if  there  were 
any  other  king  of  Great  Britain  ?  Supreme  moderator  and 
governor,  we  say,  because  there  are-subordinate  modera- 

1  Sermon  vii.  vol.ii.  p.  168. 
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tors  and  governors.  You  do  well  to  quote  Nebuchadnezzar 
for  the  phrase  of  "  God  of  Gods,"  Dan.  ii.  47.  It  was  a 
very  proper  expression  for  an  idolatrous  king  to  use ;  and 
was  well  suited  to  a  Pagan  hypothesis.  And  if  the  like 
phrase  occurs  elsewhere',  in  the  sacred  writers,  the  intent 
IS  not  to  signify  that  any  inferior  Grod  was  admitted  under 
the  supreme,  but  that  the  God  of  Israel  was  far  superior 
to  all  the  reputed  gods  of  the  nations. 

Your  comment  upon  Isa.  xlii.  8.  xlviii.  11.  is  very 
extraordinary,  that  God  will  not  give  the  glory  of  being 
underived  (that  is  all  your  comment  amounts  to)  to  any. 
Certainly  he  will  not  do  what  he  cannot.  But  was  it 
suitable  to  the  divine  Majesty  to  acquaint  his  people, 
that  he  will  not  (with  reverence  be  it  spoken)  do  the 
most  staring  contradiction  and  palpable  absurdity  ?  It  is 
evident  that  his  glory  is  his  worship,  all  religious  worship, 
(which  might  be  taken  from  him,  and  placed  upon  false 
gods,)  and  he  would  not  suffer  it  with  impunity  to  be 
transferred  from  him  to  other  objects.  As  to  your  pre- 
tended "  mediate"  worship,  it  shall  be  considered  here- 
after. 

My  saying  that  God  has  engrossed  all  divine  honour 
to  himself,  you  call  ^^  a  most  presumptuous  contradiction 
"  to  the  whole  New  Testament."  But  as  it  is  no  great 
presumption  to  dispute  with  men  fallible  as  myself,  about 
the  sense  of  the  New  Testament;  so  I  hope  the  reader 
will  not  take  you  to  be  in  earnest,  but  will  rather  kindly 
excuse  a  few  passionate  words,  such  as  men  are  apt  to 
throw  out  in  great  extremities. 

You  appeal  to  John  v.  %%.  to  prove  that  God  has  given 
honour  and  worship  to  Christ  as  ^^  Son  of  man."  This 
will  be  distinctly  debated  hereafter.  At  present,  it  is 
enough  to  say,  that  Christ,  rather  than  the  Father,  is  to 
execute  judgment  upon  man,  because  he  himself  is  man, 
(which  the  Father  is  not,)  and  that  so  high  and  great  an 
cffice  is  an  evident  token  of  what  he  is,  very  God,  as  well 

'  Esdras  r.  8.  Nehem.  viiL  6.  \^d.  Cleric,  in  loe. 
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as  very  man ;  and  therefore  all  men  are  to  '^  honour  faim 
**  even  as  they  honour  the  Father."  You  have  taken  a 
great  deal  of  fruitless  pains  to  show^  that  the  particular 
glories  belonging  to  the  Son,  on  account  of  his  offices^  are 
distinct  from  the  glories  belonging  to  the  Father.  You 
might,  in  the  game  way,  have  shown,  diat  the  particular 
glories  due  to  the  Father  under  this  or  that  consideration, 
are  distinct  from  the  glories  of  the  Father  considered 
under  another  capacity.  For  instance,  the  glory  of  the 
Father  considered  as  King^  is  one  glory ;  as  Judge,  an- 
other glory;  as  God  of  the  Jews  one  thing,  as  God  of 
Christians  another,  as  God  of  angels  another.  And  thus 
you  may  multiply  the  worship  of  the  Father  into  a  thou* 
sand  several  worships,  by.  as  many  distinct  considerations. 
But  as  all  these  several  glories  arise  from  the  display  of 
his  attributes  of  wisdom,  justice,  goodness,  Sec.  and  all 
his  attributes  are  founded  in  the  excellency  of  his  nature  $ 
so  all  the  particular  worships  are  reduced  to  one,  as  being 
an  acknowledgment  of  that  one  divine  nature,  the  root 
and  source  of  all.  The  same  I  say  of  God  the  Son ;  all 
the  particular  glories  belon^g  to  him  on  account  of  his 
^ffices^  relative  to  us,  Ure  but  partial  considerations  of  his 
attributes,  of  his  goodness,  mercy,  wisdom,  &c.  which  at* 
tributes  have  their  root  and  foundation  in  the  excellency 
of  his  nature,  which  nature  is  the  same  with  the  Father's ; 
and  thus  all  the  particular  glories,  or  worships,  resolve 
into  oxie  giory,  or  worships  paid  to  that  nature  which  is 
common  to  Fattier  and  Son.  But  of  this  I  shall  treat  loore 
distinctly  in  the  sequel. 

To  conclude  this  article,  you  have  not  been  able  to 
clear  yourself  of  the  charge  of  believing  and  professing 
two  Gods:  hut  after  a  great  many  big  words^  and  cmly 
words,  about  St.  John,  and  St.  Paul,  and  plain  Script^e: 
you  appear  to  have  been  doing  nothiog  eUe  but  pervert^ 
mg  Scripture,  and  depraving  Christianity,  and  teaching 
us  a  new  language,  as  well  as  a  i^w  faith^  in  asserting  a 
supreme  God  and  an  inferior  God,  instead  of  one  God. 
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Query  V, 
Whether  Dr.  darkens  pretence^  that  the  authority  of  Father 
and  Son  being  one,  though  they  are  two  distinct  BeingSy 
makes  them  not  to  be  two  Gods,  as  a  king  upon  the 
throne,  and  his  Son  administering  his  Father's  govern- 
ment, are  not  two  kings,  be  not  trifling  and  inconsistent  P 
For  if  the  King's  son  be  not  a  king^  he  cannot  truly  be 
called  king;  if  he  is,  then  there  are  two  kings.  So,  if 
the  Son  be  not  God,  in  the  Scripture  notion  of  God,  he 
cannot  truly  be  called  God;  and  then  how  is  the  Doctor 
consistent  with  Scripture  or  with  himself  P  But  if  the 
Son  be  truly  God,  there  are  two  Gods  upon  the  Doctor's 
hypothesis,  as  plainly  as  that  one  a7id  one  are  two :  and 
so  all  the  texts  of  Isaiah  cited  above,  besides  others,  stand 
full  and  clear  against  the  Doctor's  notion. 

YOU  go  on  here  in  the  same  confident  way,  (your  con*- 
fidence  always  rising  as  your  arguments  fall,)  telling  me 
that  I  "  condemn  Scripture  for  giving  the  Son  the  title  of 
"God:"  because,  forsooth,  I  condemn  you  for  ^ving 
him  the  title,  and  denying  him  the  thing  ;  while  Scripture 
allows  him  Imth.  You  have  nothing  to  reply,  but  that 
there  is  **  one  first  Cause,"  &c.  and  therefore  but  "  one 
"Gpd."  If  a  man  were,  to  admit  this,  you  would  still 
never  be  able  to  come  at  the  conclusion  you  intend.  For 
suppose  the  Father  were  allowed  to  be  one  God,  as  the 
first  Cause,  but  Grod  the  Son  God  notwithstanding,  as 
necessarily  existing ;  this  hypothesis  is  every  whit  as  de- 
fensible as  yours,  or  more* so:  only  it  is  Viable  to  the 
charge  of  DitJ{eism,  as  yours  also  is ;  and  the  like  solu- 
tions would  serve  equally  for  either*  This  I  hint,  that 
you  may  not  imagine  yourself  ever  able  to  gain  your 
point  in  that  way  of  reasoning.  But  I  proceed  in  my 
charge  of  Ditheism  upon  your  scheme*  You  own  the 
Son  to  be  a  God,  though  not  included  in  the  one  God ; 
therefore  you  mak^  two  Gods.  You  have  no  hopes  of 
evading  the  charge  yourself:  but  you  think  it  may  be 
some  relief  to  bring  me  in  to  share  with  you  in  it ;  and  so 
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you  feebly  endeavour  to  retort  it.  I  wUl  not  transcribe 
all  you  have  trifled  on  this  head :  your  argument,  or 
rather  no  argument,  but  calumny y  is,  that  I  make  **  two 
"  supreme  Gods."  Show  me  how.  You  tell  me  they  are 
"  two  Gods,"  (in  my  hypothesis^)  though  **  undivided  in 
**  substance/*  But  this  is  a  miserable  beg^ng  of  the 
main  question,  that  tivo  Persons  cannot  be  one  God: 
whereas  my  charge  of  Ditheism  upon  you  is  founded 
upon  this  plain  maxim,  as  plain  as  that  two  and  two  are 
four,  that  one  God  and  another  God  are  two  Gods:  or 
that  two  Persons,  each  of  which  is  a  God,  and  not  to- 
gether one  God,  are  two  Gods.  Learn  at  length  to  submit 
to  a  self-evident  maxim,  and  either  confess  two  Gods,  or 
throw  out  the  Son  from  being  God  at  all.  You  talk,  in 
your  usual  deceitful  way,  of  the  ancient  Christians  mak- 
ing the  "  origination  in  the  divine  Paternity  to  be  the 
**  assertion  of  the  Unity :"  which  is  a  thing  directly  and 
fully  to  my  purpose,  and  as  directly  contrary,  to  yours. 
For  the  ancients  from  this  principle  concluded  that  all  the 
three  Persons  are  one  God,  (which  Bishop  Pearson  ob- 
serves;) and  you,  in  contradiction  to  the  ancients,  infer 
from  the  same  principle,  that  they  are  not  *^  one  God.*' 
Was  there  ever  a  more  shameless  abuse  upon  the  igno- 
rant readers  ?  I  have  recited  the  passage  of  Bishop  Pear- 
son (which  you  refer  to)  once  before,  and  shall  now  again 
(if  it  be  possible  to  make  any  impressions  upon  your 
modesty)  cite  it  to  your  shame,  for  thus  imposing  on 
your  readers. 

^*  This  origination  in  the  divine  Paternity  hath  anciently 
"  been  looked  upon  as  the  assertion  of  the  Unity :  and 
*^  therefore  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost  have  been  believed 
*^  to  be  but  one  God  with  the  Father,  because  both  from 
."  th^  Father,  who  is  one,  and  so  the  Uni(m  of  them^," 
This  is  a  true  account  of  the  ancients,  worthy  of  that 
great  man ;  while  yours  is  so  entirely  false,  that  were  it 
not  that  you  have  the  privilege  of  writing  >^thout  a  name, 

*  Pearson  on  tbe  Creed,  p.  40. 
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one  might  think,  that  pure  regard  to  your  character  mighi 
deter  you  from  these  liberties. 

How  have  you  the  assurance  to  represent  my  notion  as 
different  from  Bishop  Pearson's,  when  every  body  that 
has  seen  my  books  knows  that  Bishop  Pearson's  and 
mine  are  exactly  the  same  ?  Do  not  I  every  where  assert 
the  Paternity f  and  resolve  the  Unity,  as  the  Bishop  with 
all  the  anciaats  does,  into  Unity  of  substance  and  original? 
All  the  three  are  one  Gody  because  two  are  referred  up  to 
one  Father,  to  whom  they  adhere,  and  from  whom  they 
derive  their  substance,  the  same  divine  substance  with  his. 
I  had  reduced  you  to  this  dilemma,  either  to  assert  two 
Godsy  or  to  make  no  God  of  the  Son ;  which  I  called 
ungodding  him.  Instead  of  an  answer,  you  give  me  a 
rebuke;  as  usual,  when  sore  pressed.  You  pretend,  that 
you  declare  the  Son  to  be  God  as  much  as  Scripture  does : 
and  so  will  any  Socinian  or  Samosatenian  say,  while  he 
supposes  him  never  to  have  existed  before  he  was  fnan. 
By  the  same  or  the  like  argument  you  may  make  a  God  of 
every  angel,  inasmuch  as  angels  are  called  Gods  in  Scrip- 
ture. But  while,  notwithstanding,  you  deny  the  necessary 
existence  of  an  angel,  and  make  his  title  nominal,  who 
sees  not  that  you  deny  him  to  be  God?  And  thus  do  you 
with  God  the  Son.  The  case  is  manifest:  and  an  in- 
genuous man  would  rather  give  up  so  plain  a  point,  than 
expose  himself  by  inventing  little  quibbles  to  make  things 
appear  what  they  are  not,  and  to  keep  up  a  show  of  be- 
lieving what  he  believes  not. 

But  I  am  next  to  be  charged  as  ^'  ungodding  the  Son.'^ 
Let  us  hear  how  :  you  have  been  hitherto  very  unhappy 
in  the  way  of  retorting.  I  assert  him  to  be  God  in  as  high 
a  seme  as  the  Father,  Well,  how  is  this  ungodding  him  ? 
Ilere  you  are  silent.  But  I  acknowledge  him  to  be  de* 
rived,  sent  to  execute  the  Father's  orders,  &c.  Show  me 
then  that  either  his  being  a  Son,  or  being  sent,  is  any  way 
inconsistent  with  equality  of  nature  or  Unity  of  Godhead: 
here  you  are  lost  again.  But  you  come  trembling  to  tell 
me,  ^*  I  ungod  the  Father.'*    You  ought  to  tremble  at 
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such  iklse  and  unrighteous  accusations.  Well,  how  do  I 
do  it  ?  By  asserting  another  independent,  another  supreme 
Lordy  &c.  Wonderful ;  when  my  business  is  to  maintain, 
that  he  is  not  another  independent  supreme  Lord,  but  the 
same  Lord.  ^*  I  deprive  him,"  you  say,  **  of  his  original 
"  independent  supremacy."  What !  of  his  Paternity  ? 
But  I  own  him  to  be  Father,  and  first  considered  in  every 
thing  common  both  to  the  Son  and  him.  You  have  made 
nothing  out  in  the  way  of  retorting.  Come  we  next  to 
TertulHan  and  Athenagoras ;  to  see  whether  they  agree 
with  you  or  me,  in  resolving  the  Unity.  The  criterion  is 
this  :  if  they  take  Father  and  Son  both  into  the  one  God, 
they  are  mirne^  if  they  separate  the  Son  from  the  Father, 
making  another  God,  or  no  God  of  him,  then  they  are 
yours.  Tertidlian,  you  say,  founds  the  *^  Unity  of  God 
'*  upon  the  supremacy  of  the  Father  alone,  in  the  govem- 
"  ment  of  the  universe."  That  is  false ;  for  TertulKan 
makes  all  the  three  Persons  of  on^  authority,  one  state,  one 
substance,  because  one  God.  They  are  his  very  words 
cited  above*.  Neither  are  you  able  to  prove  any  thing 
contrary  to  it,  out  of  all  his  Works.  I  referred  you  to  a 
passage  of  TertuUian,  where  he  rejects  the  notion  of  an 
inferior  God  as  a  Pagan  dream  »>:  and  to  show  how 
consistent  he  is  with  himself,  he  makes  the  Son  not  an 
inferior  God,  but  the  same  God  with  the  Father;  and 
he  applies  the  general  maxim  to  the  particular  case  of 
Father  and  Son^,  as  having  the  same  divinUy,  same 
power,  &c.    Your  pretence  of  Tertullian's  making  the 

*  See  abore,  p.  98. 

«  Neque  enim  proxhni  erimus  oplnionibas  nationnm,  que  si  qoando  oo- 
guotur  Denm  oonfiteri,  tamen  et  alios  infra  ilium  yolunt.  DiTlnitas  autem 
gradum  non  habet,  utpote  unica.  Omtr.  Hermog,  cap.  7.  Deus  non  exit 
dicendus,  quia  nee  credendus  nisi  summum  magnum.  Nega  Deum  quern 
dicis  deteriorem.     Qtntr,  Marc.  lib.  i.  cap.  6. 

>  Tres  antem  non  statu  sed  gradu,  nee  substantia  sed  forma,  nee  potestale 
sed  specie :  Uniut  autem  tubHantUff  et  tmius  utatuiy  et  Moms  potetiatis, 
quia  unus  Deus,     Contr,  Prax.  cap.  2. 

Trinitas  uuius  divinitatis.  Pater,  Filius,  et  Spiritus  sanctus.  De  Pudic. 
cap.  21. 
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Son  subordinate,  is  meanly  equivocating  upon  a  word* 
He  makes  him  subordinate,  as  I  also  do,  in  order,  or  office, 
not  in  domhtum :  and  you  are  very  sensible  that  while  you 
are  pleading  Tertullian's  expressions  in  favour  of  your 
notions,  you  make  him  all  over  inconsistent,  and  contra-- 
dictory  to  his  own  plain  and  avowed  principles.  You 
might  at  this  rate  quote  all  the  Post-Nicene  Fathers,  who 
allow  of  a  siiborSnation  as  much  as  Tertullian.  You  run 
out  (p.  Till.)  upon  the  history  of  his  dispute  with  Mar- 
cum,  as  if  that  were  any  secret.  After  a  great  many 
words,  you  have  nothing  to  elude  his  testimonty  against 
an  inferior  God,  but  a  precarious  fiction,  or  conjecture, 
that  he  wotild  not  have  owned  the  Son  to  be  summunt 
Magnum,  the  supreme  Being  ;  though  he  plainly  does  own 
h  in  making  his  substance  the  same  with  the  Panther's, 
aod  ascribing  the  san^  divinity  ^  power,  and  quality  {unius 
status)  to  him.  Your  cavils  about  derivatio  and  portio 
have  been  conskiered  above,  (p.  9$.)  But  you  lay  great 
stress  upon  TertuUian's  supposing  the  summum  Magnum, 
the  supreme  Being,  to  be  unbegoiten,  which  you  thmk 
must  exclude  the  Son,  But,  under  favour,  it  is  never 
TertuUian's  way  to  exclude  the  Son.  Father -and  Sort 
together,  upon  his  piociples,  were  the  one  unbegoiten 
eternal  substance,  till  the  generation  of  the  Son  :  and  then 
the  Son  was  begotten,  the  Father  unbegotten,  and  both 
still  the  saine  substance  as  before,  under  a  different  economy. 
You  would  insinuate,  as  if  the  Son  was  (according  to 
Tertulhan)  begotten  into  a  Person,  just  before  the  creation, 
by  the  good  pleasure  of  the  Father.  I  refer  the  reader  to 
Bp.  Bull,  for  a  confutation  of  this  weak  and  groundless 
charge.  I  may  however  take  notice  of  it,  as  a  thing  very 
particular,  that,  till  you  have  made  the  ancients  the  most 
stupid  men  that  ever  lived,  you  presume  not  to  daim  them 
as  advocates  for  your  opinions.  Is  it  a  fair  way  of  deal- 
ing with  authors  to  strfun  and  wrest  their  expressions  to 
a  sense  direcdy  repugnant  to  their  known  and  standing 
principles?  Could  not  you  do  the  same  by  Athanasius 

VPL.  III.  o 
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himself^  if  you  were  so  disposed,  and  cladm  all  the  Posl- 
Nicene  Fathers^  as  well  as  jinie^Nicme,  by  the  "help  of 
the  like  chicane  ?  The  question,  you  say,  '*  is  not  whether 
^*  Tertullian  always  speaks  consistently :"  and  you  **  are 
^*  not,'*  you  say,  "  vindicating  TertulUan's  reasoniiig," 
but  such  "  plunly  is  his  notion."  In  this  way  ot  talking 
I  know  not  why  you  should  not  put  in  your  claim  to  all 
the  orthodox  men  that  ever  wrote  upon  the  Trinity.  For, 
as  you  think  them  all  inconsistent,  it  is  only  taking  those' 
pritxjples  which  you  may  be  able  to  strain  to  a  soue 
agreeable  to  your  notions,  and  then  you  may  chdm  thek 
countenance  and  authority;  much  in  the  same  way  as 
Dr.  Clarke  has  shown  you,  in  respect  of  our  Creeds  and 
^^^^gy»  The  reader,  I  hope,  sees,  by  this  time,  what 
your  boasts  of  antiqviiy  amount  to ;  little  more  than  the 
same  game  over  again  with  the  ancients,  which  the  Doctor 
had  before  practised  with  our  Church's/ormx. 

You  are  next  finding  fault  with  my  account  of  Tertul* 
Jian,  vol.  i.  p.  57, 58.  of  my  Defence.  The  objectjoo,  I  said, 
as  Tertullian  resolved  it,  was,  that  the  authority  would 
not  be  one.  I  thought  my  putting  in  the  parenthesis  (as 
Tertullian  resolves  it)  might  have  been  hint  sufficient  to  a 
man  of  ordinary  acumen.  I  knew  what  the  objectors 
meant  by  monorchia;  and  I  knew  also  to  what  sense 
Tertullian  turned  it  in  his  answer :  which,  it  seems,  yo« 
did  not  attend  to.  He  tells  you,  from  his  knowledge  of 
Greek  and  Latin,  that  monarchia  ought  to  signify  sTnga- 
Jare  et  unicum  imperium,  one  singular  government,  or  au- 
thority; and  under  this  view  he  proceeds  to  answer 
Praxeas's  objection  about  monarchia.  But  you  say  this 
instance  of  Tertullian  may  serve  to  show  that  Father  and 
Son  are  not  *'  two  Monarchs,  but  that  the  one  Monatek 
"  must  be  he  only  in  whom  the  authority  Is  original.*' 
But  then  you  will  consider  that  hereby  you  make  the 
Son  no  Monarch :  and  so,  instead  of  making  the  Fadber 
and  the  Son  one  God,  (which  this  example  was  intended 
to  illustrate,)  you  makt  the  Son  no  Ood  at  all ;  ^  eke 
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you  make  a  mpreme  God  and  an  inferior  God,  thkt  is^ 
two  Gods,  which  you  pretend  to  disown.  Nor  can  you 
ever  come  off  from  so  evident  a  dilemma. 

I  say  then^  that  TertuUian's  similitude^  though  it  an- 
swered his  purpose^  does  not  at  all  serve  yours.  And 
therefore  I  observed  to  you^  that  TertuUian  resolved  the 
Unity  of  Grod,  not  into  the  Father's  being  sole  Monarchy 
which  would  have  been  giving  up  the  divinity  of  God  th^ 
Son,  but  into  Unity  of  poM'er,  substance,  Godhead,  commoti 
to  both  ;  taking  both  into  the  one  Godhead,  and  one  God. 
Had  you  done  so  too,  you  had  done  wisely,  and  might 
then  have  claimed  some  countenance  from  antiquity  ^ 
which  your  novel  scheme  is  directly  opposite  to. 

^*  Unity  of  substance/'  you  say,  ^*  can  never  make  two 
**  equally  supreme  Monarchs  one  God."  But  it  may  make 
two  Persons,  considered  as  equally  supreme  over  all,  to 
be  but  one  Monarch,  and  one  God;  and  that  is  as  welL 

I  bad  said  of  Athenagoras,  that  he  resolves  the  Unity 
of  Godhead  into  Unity  of  substance  and  original.  ^'  As 
"  if,'*  say  you,  "  Unity  of  substance  and  Unity  of  original 
"  were  the  same  thing.'*  I  do  not  say  they  are  precisely 
the  same;  for  then  I  need  not  have  mentioned  both.  But 
this  I  say,  that  do  Unity  of  substance,  unless  the  original 
was  one,  so  as  to  make  the  substance,  as  it  were,  of  the 
same  stock,  would  be  sufficient  upon  the  principles  of  the 
adcients. 

I  very  well  knew  what  I  was  talking  about.  Two 
unoriginate  divine  Persons,  however  otherwise  inseparable, 
would  be  two  Gods,  according  to  the  ancients.  Bixt  if 
one  be  not  only  consubstantialf  but  alto  of  the  other,  and 
rdkrrtd  up  to  him  as  a  bead  or  fountain,  two  such  Per^ 
tons  were  believed  to  be  one  God.  This  was  the  Catho* 
He  method,  npt  of  making  the  Father  singly,  but  Father 
and  Son,  one  God;  which  was  tlieir  pious  care  and  truly 
Christian  concern,  and  which  they  expressed  on  all  occa- 
sions aj^tnst  Jews,  Pagans,  and  heretics* 

Your  observations  on  Athenagoras  are  answered  above, 
o  % 
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You  have  in  this  page  (p,  ai6.)  and  the  following  one^ 
the  shrewdest  way  of  talking  I  have  yet  met  with.  You 
have  discovered,  it  seems,  that  my  principles  and  yours 
are  the  very  same ;  and  that  we  need  not  dispute  longer. 
Indeed,  I  was  wondering  at  your  dulness  in  not  making 
the  discovery  sooner.  For  I  very  well  knew  that  you 
could  never  bring  over  the  ancients  to  your  principles, 
but  you  must  at  the  same  time  take  me  also  along  with 
them :  and  the  very  same  arguments  which  you  make 
use  of  to  draw  them  in  as  advocates  to  your  cause,  must 
of  course  draw  me  in  too^  being  inviolably  attached  to 
them.  You  have  therefore  here  done  me  justice,  un- 
designedly. I  am  really  on  your  side  as  much  as  ever 
the  ancients  were :  and  you  are  very  consistent  in  taking 
me  in  with  them.  But  the  misfortune  is^  that  the  pretty 
way  you  have  of  fetching  any  thing,  or  any  man  you 
please,  into  a  side^  and  forcing  them  into  your  service,  b 
become  greatly  contemptible;  especially  after  the  at- 
tempts  made  upon  such  men  as  Bishop  Pearson  and  Bi- 
shop Bull,  and  upon  our  Creeds^  Articles,  and  Liturgy, 
You  have  carried  the  vnlt  too  far :  and  now  every  body 
sees  through  it. 

But  let  us  hear,  at  length,  how  it  is  that  I  am  brought 
over  to  countenance  your  principles ;  and  let  the  reader, 
froni  this  instance,  make  a  judgment  of  the  rest.  Yott 
proceed  thus :  *'  If  the  Unity  of  the  Grodhead  is  to  be 
'^  resolved  into  one  head,  root,  fountain,  and  Father  of  all, 
^^  the  Son  who  is  not  the  head,  root,  fountain,  &c.  cannot 
^<  be  himself  that  one  supreme  God  which  is  the  Father, 
'*  head,  root,  and  fountidn  of  all."  Thus,  after  you  httw 
swelled  yourself  up  with  assurance,  and  your  reader  with 
expectation,  you  produce  nothing  but  the  silly  sophism 
about  this  and  that;  which  I  before  (p.  53^  promised  to 
dismiss,  wherevdr  I  should  find  it. 

-  My  "  own  hands,"  you  tell  me,  **  have  entirely  de- 
**  stroyed  my  own  scheme."  Happy  for  me,  that  I  am 
here  to  answer  for  myself  5  when  with  Bishop  Pearson, 
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Bishop  fiuU,  and  almost  all  the  ancientsJ,  I  am  called  in 
to  comitenance  such  notions  as  I  had  not  only  detested, 
but  formally  confuted.  You  tell  me,  "  had  I  rested  here/' 
(that  is,  in  asserting  the  Father  to  be  head,  root,  kc.) 
*^  the  controversy  had  been  at  an  end/'  Now,  if  it  may 
contribute  any  thing  to  end  one  of  the  idlest  disputes,  to 
say  no  worse,  that  ever  was  begun  amongst  us,  I  beg 
leave  to  assure  you  that  I  do  rest  there :  and,  by  so  doing, 
I  have  at  once  taken  from  you,  as  I  humbly  conceive,  aH 
your  pretences  both  from  Scripture  and  antiquity ;  leav- 
ing you  nothing  but  your  metaphysics  to  trust  to  i  which, 
after  repeated  experiments,  you  have  found  very  unser- 
viceable, and  lighter  than  vanity  itself. 

After  you  had  taken  notice  of  what  I  had  granted,  as 
to  the  Father's  being  root,  head,  fountain^  &cc.  you  say, 
**  if  this  be  true,  as  I  have  fiilly  proved,  &c/'  and  you 
refer  to  what  you  had  done  above,  adding  some  other 
authorities  in  the  margin.  The  reader  here  cannot  but 
observe  how  unaccountably  you  have  spent  your  time 
and  pains  in  an  elaborate  proof  of  what  I  had  readily 
before  granted.  This  is  what  commonly,  and  very  justly, 
goes  under  the  name  of  impertinence;  and  is  a  method 
almost  peculiar  to  those  who,  having  once  espoused  a 
bad  cause,  have  an  after-game  to  play  for  their  own  re- 
putation,  more  than  for  the  sake  of  the  cause  they  are 
Altered  into,  to  carry  on  the  appearance  of  a  dispute  after 
the  dispute  is  really  ended.  What  other  account  can  be 
given  of  your  filling  so  many  tedious  pages  with  quota- 

y  You  scruple  not,  p.  218,  to  cite  Athanasius,  Hilary,  and  Gregory  Na- 
ziaDzen,  as  making  the  Father  the  only  God;  as  if  ibey  also  intended  to 
ezdude  the  Son  from  the  one  Godhead,  Such  as  have  ever  looked  into  those 
writers  tiiemselves,  instead  of  taking  up  scraps  at  second-hand,  cannot  want 
aa  answer  to  such  weak  pretences.  I  shall  think  it  sufficient  to  refer  you  to 
a  few  places  of  lime  three  writers,  to  give  you  a  just  notion  of  their  princi- 
pies  upon  tibis  head :  Athanasius,  p.  556,  878.  in  Psal.  p.  75.  Hilarius,  p.  836, 
859.  Gregor.  Nazianz.  Orat.  xxxvi.  p.  586.  As  to  your  pretence  that  you 
**  ^MDJoot  find  that  any  even  of  the  Post-Nicenes  of  the  4th  century  said  that 
*'  the  Son  was  equal  in  authority  and  in  all  perfections ;"  it  is  either  a  poor 
quibble  npon  tiie  word  authority ,  or  else  betrays  your  great  want  of  read* 
iftg. 
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tions  from  the  ancients,  really  proving  nothing  but  what 
I  had  ingenuously  admitted  before^  leaving  it  to  you  to 
make  all  the  advantage  you  possibly  could  erf  it  ? 

The  reader  here  may  again  plainly  see,  that  your  pre- 
tended arguments  against  me  are  not  more  agtunst  me 
than  against  the  ancients,  by  whose  principles  mine  must 
either  sta^id  or  fall.  And  while  you  are  charging  me  with 
contradictions y  the  charge  falls  equally  upon  them ;  whose 
fai^h  I  follow,  and  whose  principles  I  here  maintain.  It 
may  be  seen,  with  half  an  eye,  that  you  deal  with  the 
ancients  just  as  you  do  with  me.  You  pretend  first  to 
sfiit  their  notion  into  contradictory  principles ;  and  then 
you  take  one  part  of  the  pretended  contradiction  and  play 
it  against  the  other  part;  crying  out,  the  ancients,  the 
ancients,  all  the  way ;  with  much  the  same  justice  as  you 
can,  when  you  have  a  mind  to  it,  cry  out,  the  Creeds,  the 
Articles,  the  Liturgy,  and  what  not. 

You  tell  me,  (p.  217.)  of  my  *'  perpetual  self-contra- 
^^  diction/'  Now,  if  you  are  able  to  prove  it,  you  will 
do  something;  if  not,  you  only  betray  your  own  want  of 
judgment  or  fairness,  in  making  the  charge.  A&  to  the 
perfection  you  imagine  in  the  Fatfier  as  such,  more  than 
in  the  Son,  I  deny  any,  except  what  is  contained  in  a 
mode  of  existing,  or  relation  of  order.  You  go  on  cavil- 
ling, in  a  childish  manner,  against  Unity  of  substance, 
individual,  numerical,  &c*  which  kind  of  cavils  I  abun- 
dantly answered  again  and  again  in  my  Defence,  and 
shall  not  repeat.  Homogeneom  substance  and  insepara- 
bility  amounts  with  you  to  substances  united.  You  should 
have  avoided  this,  because  you  hereby  charge  your  friend 
the  Doctor  w^ith  making  the  divine  substance  a  heap  of 
substances  united.  If  there  cannot  be  substance  and  sub- 
stance without  substances,  the  Doctor  and  you  are  in  a 
lamentable  case,  while  you  suppose  the  divine  substance 
.to  be  extended:  for  you  thereby  suppose  him  compounded 
of  innumerable  substances.  Learn  hereafter  to  have  your 
thoughts  more  about  you,  when  you  are  charging  contra^ 
dictions. 
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I  had  said  ia  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  59.  that  the  Fathers 
bdieved  God  to  be  a  word  denoting  substance 'y  not  <2o- 
minhn  only.  You  are  unwilling  to  let  this  pass^  not- 
withstanding that  you  have  changed  your  mind  in  this 
pGont  of  God's  denoting  dominion  only,  since  your  last 
time  of  writing.  Now  the  word,  you  say,  denotes  the 
Person  "  whose  the  substance  is :"  that  is,  the  substance^ 
whose  the  substance  is ;  for  Person  denotes  substance^ 
As  to  dt^f,  which  before  signified,  with  you,  ^^  divine 
^^  dominion,"  it  now  signifies  ^^  divine  dignity  and  au*- 
"  thority.'*  And  it  is  pleasant  to  observe  how  you  can 
change  the  sense  of  a  word,  and  yet  give  the  very  same 
reason  for  the  new  sense,  as  before  for  the  old  one.  We 
were  before  told,  that  "  ^irfnj^,  like  av^pwwinis,  and  all 
*^  other  words  of  the  like  formatbn,  always  signifies  di- 
*^  vine  dominioQ^.'^  Now  "  3fwij^,  like  ay^pa«rrfn)^,  and 
^  all  other  words  of  the  like  formation,  always  signifies  di- 
^^  vine  dignity  and  authority."  That  is  to  say,  once  upon 
a  time,  it  always  signified  an  outward  relation,  expressed 
by  the  word  dowdnion;  but  now  it  always  signifies  some 
intrinsic  perfectumy  ej^ressed  by  the  word  dignity.  I 
hope,  the  next  time  you  write,  it  will  always  signify  di- 
vijie  naturcj  like  aydfiov^;,  (which  signifies  the  humany) 
and  *^  all  other  woids  of  like  formation."  I  gave  many 
plain  examples  of  this  signification,  by  references  in  the 
margin  of  my  Defence^.  One  would  think  that  you,  in 
your  Reply,  had  a  mind  only  to  divert  the  reader.  You 
tell  me,  in  the  passage  of  Melito,  .^ton}^  is  expressly  op- 
posed to  av^gw/r^Tfis.  I  know  it,  and  I  chose  it  for  that 
very  reason;  because,  as  av^pawronj^  there  undoubtedly 
signifies  human  nature,  in  concreto,  so  it  determines  the 

«  See  TertuHian  above,  p.  172. 

Karat  rats  rUf  waXkaiv  ii^ms  ^u^tan  Xv^uxrMaf  ift  ra  rris  ^amraf  awaftM.     Bat* 
Ep,  80. 
'O  «v,  g  •  Qtat  rns  if  Us  avifiarm,     Greg,  Naz,  Orat,  xxxvi.  p.  586. 
OvTt  iri^at^  n  if/at  wac^a  rh*  ^tartirat,  avU  Iri^  h  ^arns  irat^  rnv  ifiaf,  Ejpipk, 
vol.  ii.  p.  11. 

See  Dr.  Clarke's  Replies,  p.  283. 
Defence,  vol,  L  p.  60,  279. 
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signification  of  ^i^;  to  the  divine  nature.  Besides  that 
your  own  notion  of  dignity  (if  you  have  any  sense  in  it) 
falls  in  with  mine  of  substance.  For  whatever  expresses 
intrinsic  dignity  (and  not  mere  outward  relation),  expresses 
the  nature  and  substance,  the  seat  and  ground,  of  that 
intrinsic  dignity. 

You  pass  over  a  page  or  two  of  my  Defence,  till  you 
£nd  something  to  carp  at :  and  it  is  my  saying  that  the 
Sabellian  singularity  consisted  in  making  the  Godhead 
/xovoirgoVaMrof,  one  single  Hypostasis.  To  which  you  reply, 
that  the  "  contrary  is  notoriously  true,  that  the  Sabellians 
*^  supposed  God  to  be  p«  uvo^-eung  rpiirgia-ooins.*'  Now,  of 
all  things,  there  is  nothing  more  contemptible  among  men 
of  sense,  than  pedantry  about  words.  Men  of  learning 
know  that  the  word  m^aomov  has  been  sometimes  used  to 
signify  only  an  appearance,  or  manifestation,  or  character : 
in  this  sense,  the  Sabellian  tenet  is,  that  the  Godhead  is 
ftiflc  uwoVflMTi^  rpiiFpoa-ooTroff  one  Hypostasis  under  three  Persons, 
that  is,  names,  appearances,  charactei's ;  the  same  being 
either  Father,  or  Son,  or  Holy  Ghost,  according  to  his 
several  manifestations,  or  different  appearance's.  But  then 
the -word  vrpwraxwov  has  been  likewise  used  to  signify  the 
same  with  Hypostasis,  a  real  Person  <^ :  in  this  sense  the 
Sabellian  principle  makes  the  Godhead  fAomfpoa-cafini^,  or  (y 
vp&Twrov,  one  single  Person**.    But  I  am  weary  of  in- 

*  It  is  thus  used  as  early  as  Hippolytos,  cfmtr,  Noit,  cap.  7,  14.  in 
which  sense  also  Tertiillian  freqoently  uses  the  Latin  word  Persona,  Gre- 
gory Naziaozcn  makes  it  indifferent  whether  to  say  v^oraieui  or  tr^«r*»«*«, 
provided  the  meaning  be  secured.  Orat.  xxxix.  p.  630.  By  degrees  the  words 
«ame  to  be  indifferently  used,  one  for  tiie  odier,  as  Damascen  has  obserred 
to  have  been  common  with  the  Faihers, 

7i^  il  ytfti^Mttv,  its  •*  myft  trmrifis  tMeifm^n  xm)  trgi^i^pv,  xtu  &r»fA09  ri  mvri 

^M^i^aVf  »«}  ro9  rtva  inXgdv,  ottv  Ilir^tfv,  xai  n«t;A«y.  Damasc,  Dialect. 
p.  46. 

rufttetfilinf  xeii  ^tk  rire  w^ittivvi  \*  vmr^t  xtu  uiw,  &C.  Siisil,  Homil,  XXvii. 
p,  602. 

n^r*Mr«v  is  many  times  used  in  this  Homily  to  signify  the  same  with 
virtfMm. 
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structing  you  in  such  known  things  as  you  ought  to  have 
been  well  versed  in,  before  you  engaged  in  this  contro- 
versy. I  excuse  your  telling  me,  that  I  '^  manifestly 
'^  contradict  all  antiquity,  by  supposing  vpia-wwov  and  ify- 
^'  postasis"  {sometimes^  for  I  never  pretend  they  do  always) 
**  to  mean  the  same  thing/'  I  charitably  believe  you 
spoke  it  in  your  simplicity,  not  designing  any  misreport, 
but  for  want  of  knowing  better. 

Upon  inquiry  into  this  matter,  the  truth  appears  to  me 
to  lie  thus.  Upon  the  first  broaching  of  the  Praxean  and 
No^ian  heresy,  which  charged  the  Catholic  doctrine  with 
Tritheism,  the  use  of  the  terms  substance  and  persons  came 
in :  the  Catholics  pleaded,  that  they  did  not  assert  three 
Gods,  but  three  Persons  only ;  meaning  by  Persons,  real 
Persons,  as  is  plain  of  Hippolytus  an^  TertuUian.  Such 
was  the  ancient  Catholic  sense  of  «rpoa-awrov  and  Persona. 
Afterwards  came  Sabellius,  who,  reviving  the  Praxean 
and  Noetian  doctrine,  yet  thought  it  prudent  to  adhere 
to  the  Catholic  terms  of  one  substance,  or  one  God,  and 
three  Persons.  But  then  he  misinterpreted  Person,  under- 
standing it  of  a  manifestation^  or  representation  only,  and 
nothing  real,  or  substantial. 

Thus,  after  the  manner  of  heretics,  he  kept  to  the 
Church's  language,  but  depraved  and  corrupted  the 
Church's  sense.  From  this  time  one  God  and  three  Per* 
sons  became  an  ambiguous  phrase,  capable  either  of  a 
Catholic  or  Sabellian  sense.  As  to  the  truth  of  the  fact, 
I  ground  it  chiefly  upon  what  I  have  observed  out  of 
Hippolytus  and  TertuUian;  and  that  it  does  not  appear 
that  either  Praxeas  or  Noetus  ever  talked  of  three  Per* 
sons,  as  Sabellius  did  after.  He  was  the  first  that  intro- 
duced the  theatrical  sense  of  person  into  Christianity, 


OvSi  wdXn  vitS  xeii  imu/uiT»f  if  it^irtnth  WtK     Ibid.  p.  606. 

M/«y  vwirm^tp  l^riy  iTmu  rif  itttrifti  mmi  r«y  v/«v  »m)  riv  myuv  mtufimf  sc)  Ir 
vftmvfift  ir^r*>ir«v.     Theodor,  de  SabeUio,  HMret,  Pab.  lib.  ii.  cap.  9. 

Sabellius-  —cum  veram  Trinitatem  intelligere  non  voleret,  unam  ea$^ 
demque  credidit  sub  triplici  appellatione  personam.  Lean.  M,  Serm*  xzift. 
p.  155.  ed.  Quenell. 
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making  the  rpla  mpira>na  to  be  ic^tnti^axa^  while  the  Ca- 
tholic  notion  was  of  rpk  vpoawira  ivx^retFa*  There  was 
but  a  very  small  variation  in  the  words,  but  a  very  great 
one  in  the  sense  and  application.  One  thing  however  I 
may  remark,  that  there  is  a  slight  difierence  between 
w^s-ac-ij  and  vpAraowovy  that  the  former  may  be  applied  to 
inanimate  or  irrational  things,  the  latter  to  rational  wAj  x 
when  therefore  I  say  that  they  are  of  the  same  import,  I 
would  be  understood  to  mean  only  when  applied  to  ra- 
tional pr  intelligent  things. 

You  proceed  to  mention  an  incidental  thing,  which,  in 
common  prudence,  you  might  better  have  omitted.  In 
order  to  vindicate  your  notion  of  there  being  but  one  God^ 
while  you  suppose  another  God  under  him,  you  had  asked 
me  whether  ^^  Herod  the  Great  was  not  King  of  Judaea, 
*^  though  the  Jews  had  no  king  but  Caesar  ?"  To  whkh 
I  civilly  answered,  that  Herod  the  Great  had  been  dead 
above  thirty  years  before  the  time  when  it  was  said  that 
the  Jews  bad  no  king  but  CtBsar.  You  had  here  com* 
mitted  a  chronological  slip ;  such  as  ingenious  men,  through 
haste,  may  be  sometimes  apt  to  fall  into.  But  you  are 
pleased  to  quarrel  with  me  for  putting  when  the  JewSj 
instead  of  though  the  Jews.  I  own  the  fact :  for  I  sup- 
posed you  to  mean,  being  a  man  of  sense,  that  the  two 
kings  were  aUve,  when  it  was  said  the  "  Jews  had  no 
*^  king  but  Casar.'*  For  otherwise  you  must  be  sen- 
sible of  a  great  inadvertency  in  your  argument;  whkh 
was  intended  to  prove  that  there  may  be  two  kings  (as 
two  Gods)  at  the  same  time;  and  yet  the  name  of  king 
(or  God)  devolved  entirely  upon  the  superior.  Now 
whether  you  will  submit  to  a  slight  slip  in  chronology^ 
or  to  a  gross  blunder  in  the  argument,  is  all  one'  to  me : 
but  a  prudent  man  would  have  passed  a  matter  over 
quietly,  which  could  not  be  called  up  again  but  to  his 
own  confusion.  You  tell  me  .now,  that  Herod  was  king 
under  Augustus.  Very  right :  but  how  do  you  prove 
that,  at  that  timcj  the  "  Jews  had  no  king  but  Caesar  V* 
There  lay  the  pinch  of  the  difficulty;  which  it  is  a  won- 
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der  a  iDan  of  your  acumen  should  not  be  able  to  per- 
ceive. 

We  have  nothing  more,  that  is  material^  under  this 
Query.  The  charge  of  professing  two  Gods  remains  still 
unanswered ;  and  must  remain,  till  you  think  proper  to 
discard  God  the  Son  from  all  religious  worship.  Then 
bdeed  be  will  be  no  longer  God  to  us,  any  more  than 
angel^  or  magistrates^  or  other  nominal  Gods :  and  you 
may  then  rest  consistently  in  one  God,  and  no  more; 
namely,  in  God  the  Father. 

Query  VI. 
Whether  the  same  characteristicSj  especially  such  eminent 

ones,  can  reasonably  be  understood  of  two  distinct  Be^ 

ings;   and  of  one  infinite  and  independent,  the  other 

dependent  and  finite  ? 

YOUR  new  answer  to  this  Query  is, 

I.  That  the  characters  ^^  can  no  more  be  understood 
^  of  two  distinct  Persons,  than  of  two  distinct  Beings/' 

TcL which  I  answer,  that  it  may  be  proved  fron^  Scrips 
ture  that  the  characters  belong  to  tu^  Persons :  it  cannot 
be  proved  that  they  belong  to  two  Beings,  much  less  that 
th^  belong  to  two  such  disparate  and  unequal  Beings  as 
you  suppose  Father  and  Son  to  be. 

a.  You  answer,  secondly,  that  *^  the  characters  are  not 
^^  the  same,  because  powers  derived  and  underived  are. 
"  not  the  san^.'' 

This  answer  is  very  contrary  to  the  sentiments  of  wiser 
men,  who  have  argued  the  other  way,  that  if  the  powers 
had  been  equally  underived,  they  had  not  been  the  same 
in  the  two  Persons « :  but  as  one  of  the  Persons  is  derived 


*  In  duobns  ingemiis  diversa  divinitas  inveiiitur:  in  uno  autem  genito 
ex  tmo  ing-eniio,  natoralis  unitas  demonstratur.  Fulgent,  eonir.  Avian, 
p.  59: 

Si  ambo  vocarentur  Patres,  essent  profecto  natara  dissimiles.  Unasquis- 
que  enim  ex  semetipso  constaret,  et  communem  tubstantiam  cum  altero  non 
haberet ;  nee  Deltas  una  esset,  quibus  una  natura  non  esset.    Idern^  p.  52. 

Si  Terns  Deus  est,  et  de  Patre  non  est^  duo  sunt  habentes  unguli  et  Tolun- 
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from  the  other,  "  being  Light  of  Light,  God  of  God, 
*^  substance  of  substance,"  both  together  are  **  one  God, 
^^  one  substance,  8cc/*  And  the  same  powers  arc  common 
to  both ;  as  there  is  the  same  life  in  root  and  branches, 
the  same  light  in  the  sun  and  its  rays,  the  same  virtue  in 
the  center  and  what  proceeds  from  it.  And  though  no 
comparisons  are  sufficient  to  illustrate  infinity,  and  there 
must  be  a  great  deal  more  than  we  are  able  to  conceive ; 
yet  there  is  no  principle  of  reason  to  contradict  this  notion, 
that  the  same  powers^  propet'ties,  perfections,  may  be  di- 
versely considered  in  the  fountain  from  whence  they  flow, 
and  in  the  streams  to  which  they  descend. 

You  yourself  can  give  no  tolerable  account  ho\v  the 
same  powers,  attributes,  &c.  are  equally  diffused  to  in- 
finitely distant  parts  of  the  divine  substance,  as  you  con- 
ceive it  under  extension:  nor  is  our  notion  of  the  same 
powers  being  common  to  three  Persons  at  all  more  un- 
conceivable or  inexplicable  than  yours  is  of  the  other  ^. 
So  that  here  let  us  be  content  to  stop  where  it  becomes 
us,  and  not  pretend  to  measure  itifinity.  You  say,  the 
"  powers  are  no  more  the  same  than  the  Persons  are :" 
nor,  certainly,  less  the  same  than  the  substance  is.  All 
this  will  depend  upon  the  settling  the  sense  of  sameness, 
and  the  several  kinds  of  it. 

When  you  are  able  to  explain  to  me  how  the  wisdom 
residing  ip  one  part  of  the  divine  substance  (on  your  Ay- 
pothesis  of  extension)  is  the  same,  and  yet  not  the  same 
with  the  wisdom  residing  in  any  other  part ;  I  n>ay  then 
be  able  to  account  for  the  degree  of  sameness  in  the  powers 
belonging  to  the  three  Persons. 

3.  In  the  third  place,  you  tell  me  of  an  ^*  invidious  in- 
^*  sinuation,*'  couched  under  the  words  finite  and  m- 
Jinite.  This  you  borrow,  as  you  do  many  other  things, 
from  the  author  of  Modest  Plea,  &c.  Continued.     I  re- 


tates  proprias  et  imperia  diversa.     Chreg,  Nazianz.  p.  729.    Pseud.  Ambros, 
p.  348.  Confer  Eugenii  Confess,  ap.  Vict  Vit.  p.  37.  Chiffl. 
f  Sec  my  Defence,  foI.  i.  p.  123. 
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turned  a  brief  answer  to  it  in  the  Preface  to  my  Sermonss. 
There  is  nothing  invidious  in  the  case.  But  you  ought> 
if  you  have  none  but  fair  and  honest  designs,  to  come  out 
of  ambiguous  terms,  that  we  may  fall  directly  upon  the 
question.  You  are  the  less  excusable  for  continuing  your 
disguises,  while  you  write  under  cover  and  conceal  your 
name.  It  looks  now  as  if  you  were  afraid  only  of  having 
your  cause  exposed,  while  there  is  no  danger  of  your 
persons.  Dr.  Clarke,  even  in  books  which  he  has  set  his 
name  to,  is  hardly  more  reserved  than  you  are  without  a 
name.  What  is  the  meaning  of  this,  but  to  protract  a 
controversy,  and  to  run  from  the  question ;  being  sensible 
that  your  cause  is  not  really  defensible  ? 

But  to  proceed.  You  say,  "  you  set  no  limitations  to 
"  the  perfectbns  of  the  Son  of  God,  more  than  the  Scrip- 
^^  ture  has  done  i'*  which  is  saying  nothing ;  because  you 
tell  us  not  what  **  Scripture  has  done,''  according  to  your 
sense  of  it.  But  you  add,  ^'  by  declaring  them  to  be 
**  derived:"  which  in  my  sense  of  derived  is  no  limitC' 
tion  at  all;  you  should  tell  me  whether  it  be  in  yours. 
*^  Self-existence/'  you  say,  "  is  a  perfection.''  Prove  from 
Scripture,  or  any  other  way,  if  you  can,  that  self^existenccy 
as  distinct  from  necessary  existence,  is  any  perfection :  it  is. 
a  relation  of  order,  a  mo€le  of  existing^,  and  that  is  all. 

Aye,  but  you  say  it  denotes  "  positive  greatness/' 
(p.  7,7,6,)  and  you  refer  me  to  the  Modest  Pleader,  who 
makes  it  the  same  with  necessary  existence'K  If  this  be 
indeed  your  meaning,  I  own  it,  in  that  sense,  to  be  as 
great  a  perfection  as  possible,  and  the  sum  total  of  all 
perfection :  but  then  I  assert  it  to  be  common  to  Father 
and  Son,  who  are,  in  this  sense,  equally  self-existent. 
Only,  the  Father  particularly  is  unbegotten  and  underived; 
utider  which  conception,  self-existence,  as  peculiar  to  him, 

s  VoL  II. 

^  ^wm^fjutt  r^ir§f  ri  ityi}nnr»9j  •»»  h^mt  990/Mt.  Basil,  contr.  Eun.  lib.  iv. 
p.  763.  Vid.  Damascen.  vol.  i.  p.  135,  140,  143,  210,  409.  ii.  p.  817.  Pseudo 
Just  Exposit  Fid.  Midi.  PseU.  apad  Fabric  vol  v.  p.  56. 

i  Modest  Plea,  p.  217. 
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is  negative  and  relative.  We  had  long  been  amused  with 
Dr.  Clarke's  denying  the  self-existence  of  the  Son  add 
Holy  Ghost;  by  which  he  was  supposed  to  mean  no 
more,  than  that  they  were  begotten  and  proceeding,  which 
every  body  allows :  but  now,  it  seems,  he  meant  to  deny 
their  necessary  existence;  which  is  directly  reducing  them 
to  creatures.  You  see  now  what  you  have  to  do  :  either 
prove  that  the  mere  character  of  underived  expresses  any 
positive  perfection ;  or  that  necessary  existence  belongs  not 
equally  to  all  the  three  Persons :  and  then  you  will  show 
yourself  an  able  disputant. 

You  need  not  now  be  scrupulous  about  ^*  dependent" 
and  ^*  independent  :*'  you  have  said  enough.  Whatever 
is  not  necessarily  existh^  is  precarious  and  dependent,  as 
much  as  any  creature,  which  is  enough  in  all  reason ;  W6 
understand  you.  You  say,  that  you  suppose  the  Son 
^^  dependent  in  no  other  sense  than  is  implied  in  the 
**  notion  of  bdng  begotten."  It  may  be  so,  according  to 
your  notion  of  begotten,  (I  suppose,  very  little  diffisring 
from  created;)  but  you  will  have  a  hard  task  to  show 
that  either  Scripture  or  antiquity  favours  imy  such  notion 
erf  begotten,  as  to  make  the  Son  precarious,  or  not  neces-' 
sarily  existir^.  The  voluntary  generation  mentioned  by 
the  primitive  writers  will  not  sc^rve  you  at  all  in  this 
matter,  as  will  be  seen  in  the  sequel :  and  as  to  Scriptmre, 
you  have  not  a  single  text  to  help  you,  but  what  must 
first  be  racked  and  tortured  with  metaphysical  glosses,  to 
make  it  speak  what  it  never  meant.  You  have  a  sur- 
prising piece  of  subtilty  (p.  224.)  to  bring  yoursetf  off 
from  the  just  and  well-grounded  suspicion  of  making  the 
Son  a  precarious  being.  It  is  a  difficult  matter  to  force 
logic  against  common  sense;  but  you  are  resolute  enough 
to  try.  Your  words,  speaking  of  the  Son's  existing  by 
the  Father's  free  act  and  choice,  (which  is  Dr.  Clarke's 
known  sense  of  this  matter,)  are  these :  *^  Which  yet  no 
*^  more  implies  the  Son  to  be  a  precarious  and  mutable 
**  beings  than  those  perfections  of  XJod,  bis  power,  jus- 
**  tice,  goodness,  veracity,  and  the  like,   (the  exercise 
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"  whereof  always  impljes  the  notion  of  action^  and  con- 
"  sequently  depends  wholly  on  the  will  of  the  agent^) 
"  are  therefore  more  precarious  or  uncertain  in  their 
"  effects,  than  those  other  perfections,  (which  imply  in 
"  them  nothing  of  wciion^  and  consequently  have  no  de- 
"  pendence  upon  the  will  of  the  agents)  such  as  eternity, 
"  omnipresence,  omniscience,  or  the  like." 

Here,  if  one  may  presume  to  understand  such  obscure 
reasoning,  God  the  Son  is  proved  to  be  no  precarious 
being,  because  the  acts  of  God's  justice,  goodness,  &c. 
are  certain  in  their  effects :  which  they  undoubtedly  are, 
whether  God  {leases  to  annihilate  or  to  bring  into  exist* 
ence.  Therefore,  most  evidently,  the  Son  is  no  precarious 
being:  nor  is  any  creature  whatever  B,t  all  precarious  or 
mutable,  by  the  same  way  of  reasoning.  A  mighty  ho- 
nour done  to  God  the  Son,  to  make  him  no  more  preca^ 
rious  than  the  rest  of  the  creation.  Certain  however  it 
is,  that,  upon  your  principles,  there  is  no  natural  necessity 
for  bis  existing :  he  might  either  never  have  existed,  or 
may  even  cease  to  exist,  (as  much  as  may  be  said  of  any 
creature,)  if  it  should  please  God  so  to  order  it.  This  is 
the  proper  and  full  notion  of  a  precarious  being,  a  being 
having  no  necessary  foundation  of  existence,  but  depend' 
if^  entHfely  upon  the  free-will  and  choice  of  another 
being.  All  the  subtilties  imaginable  can  never  bring  you 
off  here,  any  more  than  they  can  bring  together  both 
ends  of  a  contradiction* 

Our  readers  may  now  see  plainly  what  you  have  been 
doing«  You  set  out  with  general  and  ambiguous  words 
of  the  Father's  being  altme  supreme  in  "  authority,  do- 
"  minion,  &c.*'  But,  at  length,  you  can  make  nothing 
of  it,  without  interpreting  this  supremacy  by  the  perfec* 
ticm  of  self-eodstence,  and  self-existence  by  necessary  exist'' 
ence;  thereby  depressing  C5od  the  Son  into  precarious 
existence.  Now  indeed  you  have  made  the  Father  sole 
Governor  very  effectually :  for  who  will  ever  be  so  mad 
as  to  dispute,  whether  a  precarious  being,  a  creature,  be 
subject  to  his  Creator  ?  But  let  us  return  to  the  Query, 
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and  consider  whether  those  eminent  characteristics,  spe- 
cified in  the  texts  cited,  are  such  as  at  all  suit  with  a 
finite,  dependent,  precarious,  created  being. 

You  pretend  (p.  aaj.)  that  *^  no  distinguishing  cha- 
"  racter  of  the  one  supreme  God  is  ascribed  to  the  Son  in 
*'  Scripture."  But  let  the  reader  see  the  texts  which 
ascribe^ omniscience f  knowledge  of  the  hearty  eternity,  to 
the  Son ;  attributes  by  Scripture  appropriated  to  the  one 
true  God :  besides  some  titles,  appearing  in  these  texts, 
applied  to  Christ,  and  appropriate  likewise  to  the  one 
God.  As  to  two  or  three  other  characters,  which  you 
mention  as  appropriate  to  the  one  God,  and  which  are  not 
applied  (as  you  pretend)  to  the  Son;  see  my  Sermons'^, 
and  what  I  have  said  above :  I  do  not  love  to  fill  my 
paper  with  repetition  as  often  as  you  do  yours.  You 
come  next  to  lessen  the  characters  given  to  God  the  Son. 
He  is  *'  Searcher  of  the  heart  ;**  but  as  "  received  of  the 
"  Father  :*'  which  the  text  says  not  one  word  of.  Only, 
four  verses  lower,  it  is  said,  that  he  received  **  power 
^^  over  the  nations,*'  of  the  Father ;  which  is  very  wide 
of  our  present  purpose.  You  haye  some  pretences  to 
elude  the  force  of  the  title  "  First  and  Last;''  which  see 
answered  in  my  Sermons'.  As  to  "  mighty  God,"  you 
pretend  the  Father  is  so  absolutely,  the  Son  with  limita- 
tion ;  and  here  you  refer  to  the  Son's  being  (j^tyoXijj  |3«X5j 
iyytXo^)  angel  of  his  great  council ;  which  is  not  accord- 
ing to  the  Hebrew,  and  so  is  of  no  account  while  I  am 
arguing  from  Scripture,  not  from  the  Fathers.  The  Fa- 
ther is  ^^  Lord  of  all,"  you  say,  "  absolutely :"  and  so  is 
the  Son,  for  any  thing  that  appears ;  though  the  Father 
*'  put  all  things  under  him."  Let  it  be  shown  that  the 
Father  has  any  natural  subjects,  which  are  not  equally 
subjects  of  the  Son  too.  There  is  therefore  no  ground  for 
your  imaginary  limitations  in  respect  of  the  powers  and 
perfections  ascribed  to  the  Son. 

You  add,  (p.  aa8.)  that  nothing  can  be  "  communi- 

^  Sermons,  yol.  ii.  p.  168.  >  Ibid.  p.  139^  140. 
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*'  cated  to  the  one  supreme  God.^'  The  force  of  this  lies 
only  in  the  terms.  The  Jirst  Person  may  eternally  com- 
municate to  the  second,  and  both  be  one  God.  *^  He  can 
^f  have  nothing,"  you  say,  ^^  of  himself:*'  well  5  if  he  has 
it  but  in  himself y  and  of  the  Father,  it  suffices.  The  ques- 
tion is  not  whence  he  has  his  perfections,  but  what  he  has^ 
It  is  remarkable,  you  say,  that  the  ^^  throne,  kingdom, 
"  See.  is  nex'er  ascribed  to  Christ  upon  account  of  his  part 
*^  in  the  work  of  creation,**'  p.  230.  And  what  if  it  is 
not?  The  Father  is  recommended  to  us  principally  as 
Creator,  the  Son  as  Redeemer,  to  keep  up  a  more  distinct 
notion  of  their  Persons  and  offices.  What  a  stress  do  you 
lay  upon  common  things  taught  in  our  Catechism  !  Be- 
sides, I  had  obviated  this  cavih  in  my  Defence"*.  It  is 
remarkable  again,  you  say,  *^  that  the  descriptions  of  the 
^'  Word,  in  the  Old  Testament,  always  represent  him  as 
**  the  Angel  or  Messenger.^'  You  should  only  have  said 
generally:  and  there  is  good  reason  why;  because  by 
that  criterion  chiefly,  we  know  that  it  was  God  the  Son, 
not  God  the  Father.  He  is  at  the  same  time  represented 
also  as  God,  and  as  Lord,  Jehovah,  &c.  What  use  you 
can  make  of  this  remarkable  thing  has  been  shown.  I 
pass  over  your  speculations  on  Dan.  vii.  13, 14.  as  carrying 
no  argument  in  them.  You  go  on  in  speaking  of  Christ's 
receiving  dominion ;  which  relates  only  to  the  economy  or 
dispensation:  according  to  which  God  the  Father  will 
receive  a  kingdom  at  the  last  day,  and  enlarge  his  io- 
minion  over  his  subjects.  As  to  Phil.  ii.  6.  I  refer  to  my 
fifth  Sermon  5  where  I  had  obviated  your  pretences  be- 
fore you  made  them.  You  insist,  upon  your  construction 
of  aWi :  which  if  admitted,  yet  you  can  never  ascertain 
your  whole  construction,  (as  I  showed  in  my  Sermon",) 
but  the  words  will  still  naturally  bear  a  meaning  opposite 
to  yours;  However,  as  to  your  criticisms  about  the  use 
of  iAXi  in  that  place,  they  appear  to  me  of  no  manner  of 
force.    The  sense  is  exceeding  clear  and  unbarrassed, 

*  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  194, 195.  ■  Sermoa  t.  vol.  ii.  p.  99. 

VOL.  III.  P 
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running  thus :  "  Who,  being  in  the  form  of  God,  thought 
"  it  not  robbery  tq  be  equal  with  God  :"  (see  how  great, 
how  divine  a  Person  he  was :)  "  yet,  notwithstanding, 
"he  humbled  himself, •  &c/*  You  pretend  that  the 
words,  "  thought  it  not  robbery,"  would  be  the  example 
proposed.  No ;  but  they  are  part  of  the  preface  to  it,  to 
make  the  example  the  more  forcible  and  the  more  endear- 
ing: so  that  I  may  return  you  the  compliment  of  iit- 
attention. 

In  my  Sermons,  you  tell  me,  "  I  most  absurdly  inter- 
"  pret  God's  highly  exalting  Christ,  in  the  same  sense  ag 
"  men  in  their  prayers  highly  exalt  God/'  No ;  but  if 
you  had  not  had  a  strong  propensity  to  mbrepresentation, 
you  would  have  said  in  the  same  sense  as  men  in  preach'- 
vngy  or  the  like,  exalt  God  by  proclaiming  and  publishing 
his  praises.  And  now  where  is  there  any  the  least  ap- 
pearance of  absurdity,  after  taking  out  the  idea  of  pmy- 
ing ;  which  you  improperly  threw  in,  to  abuse  the  reader, 
and  to  give  some  colour  to  your  accusation?  I  always 
suspect  a  magisterial  censure  to  have  no  weight  at  the 
bottom  :  it  is  to  make  up  in  the  manner  what  it  wants  in 
the  substance.  Show  me  one  instance  in  the  Scripture 
and  jipocrypha  together,  of  your  sense  of  wrtptnpoa),  and  I 
will  give  you  above  thirty  of  mine.  Indeed,  I  know  but 
of  a  single  place  where  it  can  bear  such  a  sense  as  you 
are  contending  for  5  which  is  Psalm  xxxvii.  35-  And  yet 
there  it  may  as  well  bear  mine.  Please  to  tell  n>e  why 
ox«gtn|/0(»  may  not  as  well  be  so  used  as  8o0a?«,  and  why 
one  should  be  thought  more  absurd  than  the  other,iand  I 
will  stand  corrected.  I  showed  you  that  I  was  not  sin* 
gular  in  interpreting  wripv^6»y  by  io^i^oo,  in  that  place. 
The  context  favoured  it,  the  words  would  well  bear  it; 


•  Clemens  understands  it  in  the  same  way  as  I  do.  'Of  h  fM^^n  B^  v^mfxm, 

TM  &9S-^iMtn  YXt^i/uf0s»    Oem.  Alex*  p.  8.  Ox. 

That  Qemens  here  interprets  the  place  as  I  do,  appears  from  his  changing 
vUxA  into  l\f  from  his  making  a  panse  after  W  eif ,  and  from  hb  choosing  a 
new  tnbject  of  hii^  proposition,  i  ftXttzr/^fiMt  ©i«f,  instead  of  ^^  preceding. 
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and  an  ancient  Greek  writer,  under  the  name  of  Diony- 
sius,  as  well  as  a  Latin  writer,  under  the  name  of  Ani- 
brose,  were  beforehand  with  me  in  it.    And  what  if  your 
own  favourite  EusebiusP  should  be  found  to  chime  in 
with  both  ?  I  love  not  tp  be  positive  where  I  may  be 
mistaken :  but  it  appears  to  me  extremely  probable,  from 
Eusebius's  manner  of  speaking  of  it,  that  his  sense  of 
wfgtnlfwtt  was  the  same  with  mine :  and  the  rather,  be- 
cause Origen  (of  whom  Eusebius  was  a  great  admirer) 
would  never  have  admitted  vTnpv^oco  in  your  sense  of  the 
word,  understanding  it  of  Christ  in  his  highest  capacity ; 
as  Eusebius  plainly  does.    Nor  do  I  think  that  Eusebius 
ever  had  so  low  an  opinion  of  God  the  Sofi^  as  to  think 
him  capable  of  being  exalted  in  any  other  sense  but  that 
of  being  glorified^  or  having  his  glory  manifested.     It  is 
observable, ,  that  Eusebius  does  not  interpret  the  text  of 
constituting  our  Saviour  Lord,  King ^  and  God;  but  re-» 
cognizing,  or  manifesting  him  as  such :  and  it  is  certain 
that  Eusebius  resolves  all  the  Son's  real  and  essential 
greatness  into  his  Sonship%  and  not  into  any  subsequent 
exaltation..    It  was  as  Son  of  God  that  lie  acknowledged 
him  Lord,  and  Saviour,  and  King,  and  God:   wherein 
Eusebius's  theology,  however  you  may  boast  of  him, 
very  far  exceeds  yours.     You  charge  me  with  interprets 
ing  hxapharo  most  absurdly.     I    suppose,  if  you   had 
had  any  reason  to  assign,  you  would  have  obliged  us ' 
with  it.    I  see  no  absurdity  in  interpreting  giving  a  name 
to  be  giving  a  name;  which  is  all  I  have  done.    But  it  is 
very  absurd  of  you  to  imagine  that  God  may  not  glorify 
his  Son,  as  well  as  his  Son  may  glorify  him;  by  spread*' 
ing  and  extolling  his  name  over  the  whole  creation. 

'  '0  ^al^M*  avrip,  i  virifuypiv,  i  &fatitil»f  fi»ftXi»  t£p  §\vit"      ■  tf  dttt  2«^«« 

^^  r£v  i>M9f  g  ^M^6v»9  vnt  i«c/rv  fiafiXuag  uviht^it    Etueb,  contr^  MareeR, 
P>  70.  Conf.  Joah*  iii.  7.  &fx*fuu  ii^ifm  ft  ttaram^uit  wtivrf*, 
«  Km^i  h  f*i»»f  murif,  i  i^  ai/rS  ytvffi^iis  rw  Harris  if  (m^^  ^9rn^*  rir  Qu^ 

•W»  •U  Ky^isv,  ^  X»«<^,  g  et«y  Imvriis  fni/iut^^MmfUK  JSuieb,  €ontr,  Marcri^ 
p»69. 
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'  You  go  on  to  Heb.  L  2.  "  Whom  he  hath  appointed 
^  heir  of  all  things  ;'*  by  which  you  intend,  I  suppose,  to 
prove  that  he  was  not  Lord  before :  though  in  the  very- 
same  verse  it  is   said,   *'  by  whom   also   he  made  the 
^*  worlds/'     Might  not  this  show  you  that  the  Apostle 
is  only  speaking  of  that  peculiar  and  special  right  founded 
in  the  merits  of  Christ's  redemption ;  by  which  he  be- 
came, in  a  more  special  sense,  Lord  of  all  he  had  re- 
deemed ;  just  as  God  the  Father  became,  in  a  more  spe-'' 
cial  sense  than  before.  Lord  of  the  Jews,  upon  his  choos- 
ing them  as  his  peculium,  or  upon  his  delivering  them 
from  Egyptian  slavery.     What  you  are  here  endeavour- 
ing, it  is  hard  to  devise  5  unless  you  are  coming  directly 
into  the  Socinian  scheme  5  for  which  only,  your  present 
discourse  is  calculated.    You  observe,  *^  Then  it  was  that 
"  God  said.  Thou  art  my  Son,  this  day  have  I  begotten 
"  thee.*'     What  then  ?  Was  he  not  the  begotten  Son  long 
before  ?  If  he  was,  then  you  are  proving  nothing  more 
than  that  the  Son's  glory  was  manifested  in  time ;  which 
Is  certainly  true  both  of  the  Father  and  Son:  if  yotl  mean 
otherwise,  you  run  directly  into  Socinianism  ;  as  I  before 
hinted.     You  add,  "  Then  it  was,  that  God  cortiroanded, 
"  Let  all  the  angels  of  God  worship  him."     And  why 
did  you  not  add,  that  then  it  was^  thatt  "  he  laid  the  foun- 
"  dation  of  the  earth,'^  and  then  it  was^  that  the  *^  heavens 
'^  Were  the  works  of  his  hands?"  Do  you  ima^ne  that 
St.  Paul,  in  that  chapter,  had  no  other  design,  but  to 
describe  the  manifestations  of  Christ's  glory  subsequent 
to  his  incarnation  ?  You  findj^  that  he  was  the  Lord^  who 
in  the  "  beginning  laid  the  foundations  of  the  earth :" 
which  is  a  stronger  character  than  all  the  rest  put  to- 
gether; and  may  convince  you  that  he  was  Lord  long 
before  his  incarnation,  as  John  i,  i.  declares  him  God 
before  the  creation.    To  your  pretences  about  the  Son'* 
^*  receiving  power,  glory,  &c.''   I   had  answered,  with 
many  of  the  Fathers,  that  he  received  in  capacity  of  man^ 
what  in  another  capacity  he  had  before  ever  enjoyed. 
This  is  not  the  only  good  answer  to  the  difficulty  pro^ 
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posed :  I  have  myself  made  use  of  another,  which  may 
as  effectually  serve  to  take  off  the  imaginary  force  of  your 
ftr^ment.  But  let  us  hear  what  you  have  to  say  to  it. 
You  *^  no  where  find  this  distinction  in  Scripture.^^  What ! 
Po  not  you  find  that  he  was  Gody  and  that  he  was  also 
man  P  When  you  have  found  this,  you  have  found  the 
distinction.  But  you  *^  fto  where  find  in  Scripture  any 
"thing  given  to  Christ,  or  any  thing  ascribed  to  him, 
"  but  what  is  applied  to  his  whole  Person.*'  We  say, 
whatever  is  applied,  is  applied  to  his  whole  Person  5  but 
jConsidered  secundum  quidy  or  in  a  certain  capacity ^  not  in 
every  respect  which  goes  in  to  make  up  the  Person.  And 
can  you  pretend  to  deny  this  ?  Let  us  see  what  you  are 
like  to  make  of  it.  Jesus  increased  in  stature :  Will  you 
say,  that  the  Word  (for  that  you  certainly  allow  to  be 
constitutive  of  thie  Person)  grew  taller  and  larger y  be- 
x^use  this  is  applied  to  the  Person?  He  sweaty  as  it 
were,  great  drops  of  blood :.  Was  the  A6yo$  in  a  sweat  ? 
He  diedy  and  was  buried,  and  he  lay  in  the  ground :  ac- 
cording to  you,  the  whole  Person,  the  Aoyoj,  it  seems,  as 
well  as  the  iody,  suffered  all  this ;  for  you  know  of  no- 
thing that  was  ever  applied  to  part  of  the  Persony  bi^t  to 
the  whole  Person.  When  you  consider  this  matter  again, 
learn  to  form  your  argument  with  a  little  more  judgment: 
for  you  seem  not,  at  present,  to  know  how  to  oppose  us 
in  the  best  method,  nor  how  to  give  your  cause  the  iad- 
vantage  it  is  really  capable  of.  You  should  not  have 
found  fault  with  us  for  applying  any  thing  to  a  compound 
person,  in  such  respect  or  capacity  only  as  is  suitable 
thereto  5  for  this  is  the  commonest  thing  imaginable,  and 
is  done  every  day,  as  often  as  we  say  Peter  or  John  is 
fat,  lean,  low,  tall,  well,  sick,  or  the  like :  but  you  should 
have  laid  your  argument  against  our  taking  so  much  in 
as  we  do  into  the  Person  of  Christ,  (the  Aoyo^,  the  soul 
and  the  body^)  and  then  you  might  have  shown  some 
degree  of  acuteness.  But  it  is  not  my  business  to  point 
out  to  you  the  properest  way  of  defending  your  heresy, 
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which  is  every  way  indefensible :  it  may  suffice,  if  I  reply 
to  such  things  as  you  have  to  produce. 

You  say,  "judgment  was  not  given  to  part  of  him 
*^  which  is  the  Son  of  man ;  but  to  him,  because  he  is  the 
**  Son  of  man/'  There  is  nothing  at  all  in  your  argument ; 
for,  suppose  a  wound  or  a  plaister  to  be  given  to  Peter, 
that  is,  to  the  whole  Person )  yet,  I  suppose,  it  may  be 
understood  with  respect  to  one  part  only  of  him,  viz.  his 
hody.  But  I  have  allowed  you  that  the  authority  of  ex- 
ecuting judgment  was  economically  devolved  upon  Christ 
(considered  in  both  capacities)  as  the  properest  Person 
for  it ;  being  equal  to  the  charge  as  Gody  and  over  and 
above  peculiarly  fitted  for  it  as  being  also  man;  and  so  a 
more  suitable  judge  of  man^.  The  reason  then  why,  out 
of  three  divine  Persons^  Christ  is  peculiarly  appointed  to 
the  office  of  judging  us,  is  because  he  had  to  his  divinity 
superinduced  the  humanity ^  and  thereby  familiarized  him- 
self the  more  to  us.  You  see  then,  that  your  ingenious 
argument  about  parts,  however  it  might  affect  another 
hypothesis,  (though  it  can  really  hurt  none,)  does  not  at  all 
concern  my  account  of  that  matter. 

As  to  the  place  of  Hermas,  which  I  produced  in  my 
Defence,  I  refer  the  reader  to  Bishop  Bull  and  Dr.  Grabe. 
AH  you  have  to  object,  is  the  expression  of  corpus,  by 
which  you  understand  a  human  body  ;  I,  the  whole  human 
nature,  consisting  of  body  and  souL  Nothing  more  com- 
mon in  writers  than  to  express  the  whole  man  by  fleshy 
or  body^;  and  by  the  latter  especially,  when  considered 
as  a  servant :  so  that  your  construction  is  at  least  very 
precarious;  and  is  what  neither  the  expressioji  itself,  nor 
what  goes  along  with  it,  gives  any  reasonable  ground 
for.    But  I  leave  that  matter  to  be  considered  by  the 

^  Pater  VerbumBamn  yisibile  effecit  omni  fieri  carni,  incamatum  etipsaniy 
'  ut  in  omnibus  manifestus  fieret  rex  eonim.  Etenim  ea  que  judicantur  opor* 
tebat  videre  judicem,  et  scire  hnnc  a  quo  judicentur.    Iren,  lib.  iii.  cap.  9, 
p.  184. 

*  See  Soicer's  Thesauras  in  foifi  and  fmfMi, 
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learned;  there  being  some  difficulties  as  to  the  text  of 
Hennas,  not  yet  fully  adjusted  by  the  manuscripts. 

You  are  insinuating  the  same  thing  of  Novatian  which 
you  had  before  of  Hernias ;  as  if  he  imagined  the  fVord 
to  have  assumed ^^A  only,  without  a  soul:  which,  if 
true,  we  would  give  you  up  Novatian  for  a  very  silly  man, 
and  withal  a  heretic.  The  point  of  Christ's  having  a 
human  soul  was  a  thing  so  settled  in  Novatian*s  time,  and 
long  before ;  so  universally  maintained  from  the  very  be- 
ginning of  Christianity,  by  all  the  Fathers,  without  ex- 
ception; that  had  Novatian  taught  otherwise,  he  could 
not  have  passed  for  a  schismatic  only.  You  may  see  what 
Socrates*  says  to  that  point,  who  was  himself  of  the  No- 
vatian sect,  and  his  testimony  therefore  the  more  mate- 
rial ;  as  disciples  seldom  vary  in  any  thing  very  consider- 
able from  their  leaders.  He  declares,  that  all  the  ancients 
(sure  he  did  not  exclude  the  head  of  his  own  party)  be- 
lieved that  Christ  had  a  human  soul^  and  asserted  it  as  a 
doctrine  universally  received.  He  mentions  Irenaeus,  Cle- 
mens, ApoUinaris  of  Hierapolis,  Serapion  Bishop  of  An- 
tioch,  .the  Synod  that  met  about  the  case  of  Beryllus, 
Origen,  Pamphilus  and  Eusebius :  and  it  is  evident  still 
from  their  own  works,  of  as  many  as  have  left  us  any. 
To  those  he  has  named,  may  be  added  Clemens  Ro- 
manus'*,  Justin  Martyr*,  Melitoy,  Hippolytus^,  Tertul- 
lianS  and  perhaps  several  more  which  may  have  escaped 
my  notice.  Now,  what  will  Novatian's  single  testimony 
signify  against  such  a  cloud  of  witnesses  ?  But  the  more 
universal  the  doctrine  was,  the  less  probable  is  it  that 
Novatian  should  dissent  from  it.  And  indeed  you  have 
no  foundation  for  any  such  suspicion  of  him,  more  than 
what  lies  in  the  use  of  the  word  caro,  flesh  ;  which  is  a 


*  Socrates  Eccl.  H.  lib.  iii.  cap.  7.  p.  178. 

«  Clem.  Rom.  Epist.  cap.  49.  p.  169.  Cant 

«  Apol.  ii.  cap.  10.  p.  26. 

f  Melito  apad  Cav.  Hist.  Lit.  torn.  ii.  p.  33. 

*  Hippolytus  contr.  NoSt  cap.  17.  p.  18. 

*  T«rtullian  contr.  Prax.  cap.  16,  30.  de  Cam.  Christi,  cap.  10, 
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very  common  expression  for  man  (body  and  soul)  in  Scrip'" 
ture  itself,  as  well  as  in  ecclesiastical  writers.  Besides 
that  Novatian  interprets  Christ's  being  made  fleshy  by  hia 
assuming  of  man,  hunc  hominem,  ^  this  man :  which  is 
a  name  he  would  scarce  have  given  to  mere  body,  or  flesh  ; 
well  knowing  that  man  is  made  up  both  of  body  and  souL 
Your  pretence  about  Son  of  God  and  Soji  of  maji  being 
two  Persons,  (upon  my  scheme,)  hinted  only,  without  any 
reason  to  support  it,  may  be  passed  over.  The  dealing 
of  that  matter  will  require  a  large  discussion  of  the  true 
notion  and  definition  of  a  person;  which  you  have  not 
attempted :  I,  perhaps,  may,  in  a  proper  place.  What 
you  add  farther  is  of  more  weight,  that  1  seem  to  suppose 
that  the  *^  glory  which  Christ  had  before  the  world  was, 
*^  is  the  very  same  with  that  authority  and  power  of 
'*  judgment**  (so  you  express  U)  ^*  wherewith  he  was  inr 
<^  vested  after  his  resurrection.*'  But  that  authority  and 
power  of  judging,  as  you  call  it,  is  what  our  Lord  had 
before  his  resurrection,  as  himself  declares,  John  v.  28,  &o. 
And  what  I  suppose,  is  this  *,  that  all  the  powers,  glories, 
honours,  given  to  the  Son,  were  nothing  but  so  many- 
declarations,  indications,  or  manifestations  of  the  dignity 
and  divinity  of  his  Person :  which  dignity  and  divinity 
had  been  celebrated  in  heaven  before,  and  were  now  to 
be  recognised  after  his  incamation  and  humiliation :  so 
Uiat  in  the  main,  this  was  no  more  than  receiving  the 
same  honours  he  before  had,  and  returning,  as  it  were,  to 
the  same  state  oi  glory  ;  only  now  clothed  with  humanity, 
which  before  he  was  not. 

You  have  something  farther  to  observe  of  Hermas,  in 
respect  of  coheir.  How  can  the  divine  nature,  say  you, 
be  heir  of  any  thing?  But  I  hope  a  Son  may,  without 
offence,  be  said  to  be  heir  to  all  his  Father's  glories,  in 
allusion  to  what  passes  among  men,  though  the  simili- 
tude may  not  answer  in  every  circumstance.     It  is  a 

^  Cato  fit,  et  habitat  in  nobb,  hoc  est,  assumit  hunc  hominem>  &c.  Novai. 
cap.  16. 
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lively  and  elegant  way  of  conveying  to  us  a  notion  of 
divine  things ;  and  is  to  be  understood,  like  many  pas- 
sages  of  Scripture,   ^iofrpeirws,   though   spoken   ov^powo- 

You  conclude  with  a  passage  of  Irenxus,  which  I  have 
cited  in  my  Sermons  ^ ;  whither,  to  save  myself  trouble, 
I  refer  the  reader ;  who  may  there  also  find  a  sufficient 
explication  of  it.  What  you  infer  from  it  is,  that  the 
'*  Word  received  an  additional  power  and  glory  upon  his 
"  resurrection.*'  Power  is  an  anibiguous  word :  but  he 
received  an  additional  manifestation  of  his  glory ;  as  God 
the  Father  also  did  at  the  very  same  time,  as  well  as 
often  before.  And  he  became  Lord  and  Proprietor  of 
mankind,  under  a  more  peculiar  title  and  stricter  alliance : 
just  as  God  the  Father,  when  he  had  by  his  many  de- 
liverances, favours,  and  blessings,  made  the  people  of  the 
Jews  more  peculiarly  his  own,  became  their  Lord  in  a 
strict  and  special  sense.  Thus  both  Father  and  Son  will 
(we  hope)  receive  daily  additions  of  external  honour,  and 
increase  of  dominion,  by  the  coming  in  of  Jews,  Turks, 
Pagans,  and  Infidels.  God*s  full  kingdom  is  not  yet  come; 
we  pray  for  it :  and  if  the  Father  himself  be  not  yet  com- 
pletely King,  in  the  fullest  sense,  what  wonder  is  it,  if  we 
hear  of  our  Lord's  receiving  a  kingdom,  or  dominion,  in 
time.  External  relations  may  accrue  to  any  of  the  divine 
Persons,  such  as  dominion,  &c.  But  your  great  misfor- 
tune is,  that  you  can  no  where  find  divinity  accruing  to 
God  the  Son,  (except  it  be  by  eternal  generation ;)  you 
can  no  where  find,  that  he  was  ever  constituted  God%  (as 

*  Sermonf,  vol.  ii.  p.  104,  105. 

^  Novattan  is  the  only  ancient  writer  I  have  observed  to  say  any  thing  like 
it;  in  the  words 

Universse  ereatorae  et  Dominus  et  Dens  constitutus  esse  reperitur.  Nov. 
4;ap.  15. 

Yet  Lis  constant  way>  at  other  times,  is  to  resolve  the  Son's  divinity  into 
his  Sonship  : 

Deum  credendum  esse  qui  ex  Deo  sit.  cap.  11.  Deus  quia  Dei  Filius  com- 
probatar.  cap.  16.  Hoc  ipsum  tamen  a  Patre  proprio  consecutus,  ut  omnium 
et  Dens  esset,  et  Dominus  esset,  et  Deus  ad  formam  Dei  Patris  ex  ipso  ge- 
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he  might  be  Lord;)  or  that  he  became)  by  any  new  ac- 
cession^ more  truly  or  more  fully  God  than  he  was  ever 
before.  This  consideration  at  once  shows  the  weakness 
of  your  hypothesis^  (as  I  hinted  above,)  and  is  alone  suflGi- 
cient  to  unravel  all  your  fallacies. 


Query  VIL 
Texts  applied 


To  the  one  God. 
Thou,  even  thou   only,  knowest 
the  hearts  of   all    the   children  of 
men,  1  Kings  viii.  39. 

I  the  Lord  search  the  hearts,  I 
try  the  reins,  Jer.  xvii.  10. 

I  am  the  first,  and  I  am  the  last ; 
and  beside  me  there  is  no  God, 
Isa,  xliv.  6. 

I  am  Alpha  and  Omega,  the  be- 
ginning and  the  end.  Rev.  i.  8. 

King  of  king8>  and  Lord  of  lords, 
1  Tim.  vi.  15. 

The  mighty  God,  Is.  x.  21. 

liord  over  all,  Rom.  x.  12. 


To  the  Son, 

He  knew  all  men,  &c.  John  ii. 
24.  Thou  knowest  all  things,  John 
xvi.  30.  Which  knowest  the  hearts 
of  all  men.  Acts  i.  24. 

I  am  he  that  searcheth  tiie  reins 
and  the  heart,  Rer.  ii.  3. 

I  am  the  first,  and  I  am  t^  last^ 
Rev.  i.  17. 

I  am  Alpha  and  Omega,  the  be§^- 
ning  and  the  end.  Rev.  xxii.  13. 

Lord  of  lords,  and  King  of  kings^ 
Rev.  xvii.  14.  xix.  16. 

The  mighty  God,  Is.  ix.  6. 

He  is  Lord  of  all.  Acts  x.  36. 
Over  all,  God  blessed,  &c.  Rom. 
ix.  5.« 


iiltus  atque  prolatus.  cap.  17.  Deus,  sed  qua  Filius  Dei  natus  ex  Deo.  cap.  18. 
Deus  ergo  processit  ex  Deo,  dum  qui  processit  Seimo,  Deus  est  qui  processit 
ex  Deo.  cap.  22.  Unum  potest  did,  dum  ex  ipso  est,  et  dum  Filius  ejus  est, 
et  dum  ex  ipso  nascitur,  dum  ex  ipso  processisse  reperitur,  per  quod  et  Deus 
est.  cap.  23.  Quoniam  ex  Deo  est,  merito  Deus ;  quia  Dei  Filius  dictus  sit. 
cap.  26.  Personse  Christ!  convenit  ut  et  Deus  sit,  qu^  Pei  Filius.  cap.  26. 
Est  ergo  Detis,  sed  in  hoc  ipsum  genitus  ut  esset  Deus.  cap.  31. 

These  passages  considered,  it  is  manifest  that  Novatian,  in  the  forma- 
place  cited,  either  used  the  word  constitutus  improperly,  for  positusy  that  is, 
declaratus :  (see  chap,  xii.)  or  else,  which  appears  to  me  most  probable,  Ihat 
arguing  there  against  the  heretics,  who  would  not  allow  Christ  to  be  more 
than  man,  he  was  content  at  first  to  bring  them  so  far,  at  least,  as  to  admit 
Christ  to  be  God  in  a  higher  sense  than  Moses,  and  so  by  degrees,  to  bring 
them  up  to  Catholic  principles. 

*  N.  B.  These  texts  should  have  been  inserted  in  Query  vi. 
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Whether  the  Father* s  omniscience  and  eternity  are  not  one 
and  the  same  with  the  Son's,  being  alike  described,  and 
in  the  same  phrases  ? 

HERE  you  answer,  that  underived  and  derived  are  not 
the  same.  To  which  I  answer,  that  wisdom  of  wisdom 
is  one  wisdom,  omniscience  of  omniscience  one  omni- 
science; just  as  substance  of  substance  is  one  substance, 
Light  of  Light  one  Light,  and  God  of  God  one  God; 
because  of  the  inseparable  Unity  of  the  Persons,  and  their 
mutually  including  and  containing  each  other.  As  to  the 
degree  of  sameness,  I  before  intimated  that  it  is  inexpli- 
cable; and  is  no  more  to  be  accounted  for  than  your 
supposing  the  same  wisdom,  &c.  to  reside  in  innumera- 
ble infinitely  distant  parts  of  the  same  substance.  Thi^ 
controversy  (whatever  yov  imagine)  is  not  to  be  decided 
by  metaphysics,  but  by  Scripture  and  antiquity ;  where 
we  may  find  some  footing,  which  we  cannot  in  the 
other. 

Your  next  answer  thcfrefore  is  more  sober,  could  it  but 
be  proved  to  be  just.  You  deny  that  the  Son's  omni- 
science  and  eternity  are  alike  described,  and  in  the  same 
phrase.  It  lies  then  upon  you  to  show  the  difference; 
as  I  have  shown  the  resemblance.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  every  phrase  which  is  used  of  the  Father  be  also 
used  of  the  Son.  I  singled  out  some  of  the  strongest, 
fullest,  and  most  expressive  5  showing  that  they  are  ap- 
plied to  both :  and  if  they  were  not  the  strongest,  yet  if 
they  are  such  as  Scripture  has  declared  peculiar  to  the 
one  God,  my  argument  is  just,  and  it  would  have  become 
you  first  to  answer  it,  and  then  to  call  it  a  quibble. 

You  interpreted  the  texts  which  concern  the  Son's  om- 
niscience  of  a  relative  omniscience:  upon  which  I  blamed 
you  for  speaking  of  a  relative  omniscience,  instead  of 
saying  plainly,  that  the  Son  was  not  omniscient ;  that  so 
we  might  have  come  directly  to  the  question.  Here,  by 
a  peculiar  kind  of  turn,  proper  to  yourself,  you  tell  me 
how  ill  I  tre^t  Scripture.    Why  scr?  Are  you  so  perfectly 
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wrapped  up  in  Scripturey  that  the  justest  rebuke  imagin- 
able cannot  reach  you,  but  through  the  sides  of  the  Scrip-^ 
ture  ?  ^^  Our  Lord,*'  you  say,  "  told  his  Apostles,  that  the 
^*  Holy  Ghost  should  teach  them  all  things,  and  guide 
^^  them  into  all  truth  :  might  he  not  better  have  said,"  (so 
you  go  on,)  ^*  that  he  should  not  teach  them  all  things^ 
**  and  not  guide  them  into  all  truth  ?*'  Now,  at  lengthy 
it  is  out :  and  thus  I  have  mal-treated  Scripture.  Waft 
there  ever  a  wilder  inference?  You  should  have  con- 
sidered, that  there  was  no  question  raised  about  the 
Apostles  and  their  omniscience :  if  there  had,  I  doubt  not 
but  our  Lord  would  have  readily  said,  what  was  true, 
that  the  Apostles  were  not  omniscient.  He  would  not 
have  disguised  his  sentiments,  nor  have  deceived  his 
hearers  with  ambiguous  terms,  when  they  wanted  to  be 
resolved  in  an  important  matter,  and  honestly  desired  to 
have  the  truth  fairly  examined  and  scanned.  And  there- 
fore your  asking,  ^^  Had  he  not  better  have  said,"  and 
repeating  it  again  and  again,  is  mere  trifling ;  unless  you 
can  show  that  our  Lord  or  the  sacred  writers  had  been 
called  upon  (in  such  manner  and  in  such  circumstances 
as  Dr.  Clarke  and  you  have  been)  to  declare  what  they 
meant,  and  to  let  truth  have  a  fair  trial.  But  by  this 
round  ^bout  way  you  would  insinuate,  I  presume,  (for 
still  you  are  shifting,  and  do  not  care  to  speak  out,)  that 
the  texts  speaking  of  the  Son*s  omniscience  are  of  no  force, 
because  something  of  like  kind  has  been  said  of  the 
ApostleSi  whom  all  allow  not  to  be  omniscient.  To  this 
I  answer,  i.  That  the  expressions  relating  to  our  Saviour 
are  much  stronger  than  the  other :  such  as  knowing  all 
meny  knowing  the  hearts  of  all  men,  searching  the  reins 
and  the  heart :  a  kind  of  knowledge  peculiar  to  God  alone. 
2.  Considering  that  our  Lord  was  Son  of  God,  and  like- 
wise God,  such  expressions  would  very  probably  be  taken 
in  their  most  obvious  and  literal  sense:  and  therefore 
they  should  not  have  been  applied  to  him,  (without 
guard  and  caution,)  unless  really  so  intended^  as  the 
words  appear  to  declare.    As  to  the  Apostled  being  no 
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more  than  men,  there  could  be  no  danger  in  a  few  ge- 
fieral  expressions  of  their  knowing  all  things,  being  taught 
all  things,  or  the  like :  since  nobody  could  mistake  the 
meaning  of  the  words  when  so  applied. 

Your  next  attempt  is  to  make  some  advantage  of  Matt. 
xxiv.36.  and  Mark  xiii.  3a.  relating  to  Christ's  not  know- 
ing the  day  of  judgment ;  of  which  I  have  fully  and  dis- 
tinctly treated  elsewhere^:  where  I  have  also  added  othet 
strong  and  clear  proofs  of  Christ's  omniscience;   which 
you  take  no  notice  of,  though  you  quote  the  Sermons. 
You  like  not  my  ascribing*  the  ignorance  to  the  human 
nature :    you  ask  whether  *^  any  nature  can  with  any 
"  sense  be  said  to  know  or  do  any  thing  ?"  Yes,  why  not  T 
You  charge  me  (p.  ^138.)  with  inconsistency,  for  interpret- 
ing the  text  of  the  human  nature,  and  yet  saying  that 
Irensus,  upon  that  text,  is  to  be  understood  of  the  Aiyo$. 
As  if  both  might  not  be  true,  that  Irenaeus  understood 
the  text  of  the  Aoyoj,  while  I  think  it  better  to  under- 
stand it  of  the  human  nature :  I  am  weary  of  such  trifling. 
You  proceed  to  show  that  Irenseus,  in  his  Comment  on 
these  textSj  ascribed  ignorance  to  God  the  Son*    You 
take  not  the  least  notice  of  the  several  weighty  and  sub- 
stantial reasons  given  by  Bishop  Bulls,  and  referred  to  by 
me^^  against  your  opinion  from  other  places  of  Irenaeus's 
works.    It  is  not  your  way  to  be  at  all  solicitous  about 
making  atiy  writer  consistent  with  himself.    If  you  can 
but  meet  with  a  passage  seemingly  favouring  your  opi- 
nion, it  must  be  presently  forced  into  your  sense,  how- 
ever contradictory  to  the  author's  known  principles  else- 
where.   I  must  desire  the  reader  to  consider  well  what  I 
have  said  upon  this  passage  in  my  Defence ;  and  not  to 
take  it  from  your  representation,  which  is  extremely  par- 
tial.    And  he  may  also  compare  M.  Massuet's  account" 
of  the  same  passage  in  his  Previous  Dissertations  i  to  his 

f  SenuDii  Tii.  vol.  ii.  p.  162,  &c. 

s  BttlL  D.  F.  N,  p.  82.    Animady.  in  G.  Cler.  p.  1056. 

>  Defence,  vol,  i.  p.  73. 

i  Massnet  Pnev.  Diss,  in  Iren.  p.  133. 
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edition  of  Irenasus.  I  shall  here  content  myself  with 
transcribing  so  much  of  Irenaus  as  may  be  sufficient  to 
clear  his  meaning,  and  to  take  off  that  confusion  which 
you  have  been  industriously  throwing  upon  it,  either  in 
translating  or  commenting.  The  literal  rendering  is  thus, 
much  the  same  as  I  before  gave  in  my  Defence. 

**  If  one  inquires  into  the  reason  why  the  Father, 
*^  though  communicating  in  all  things  to  the  Son,  is  yet 
"  set  forth  by  our  Lord  as  alone  knowing  that  day  and 
"  hour;  he  cannot,  at  present,  find  any  fitter,  or  more  de- 
"  cent,  or  indeed  any  other  safe  answer  than  this,  (see- 
*^  ing  our  Lord  is  the  only  teacher  of  truth,)  that  we  are 
*^  to  learn  of  him  that  the  Father  is  above  all;  for  ihe  Fa' 
*^  ther,  saith  he,  is  greater  than  L  And  therefore  the  Fa- 
**  ther  is  declared  by  our  Lord  to  have  the  preference  in 
*^  knowledge,  to  the  end  that  we  also,  while  we  live*  in 
^^  this  world,  may  refer  the  perfection  of  knowledge,  and 
'^  such  intricate  questions  to  God  ^.'* 

Now^  that  Irenaeus's  design  was  not  to  represent  the 
Son  as  ignorant f  but  quite  the  contrary,  may  appear  from 
this  very  passage  duly  considered.  For  the  question,  with 
him,  was  not  why  the  Father  is  more  knowing,  but  why, 
since  both  are  equally  knowing,  our  Saviour  made  such  a 
declaration  as  gave  the  preference  to  the  Father  as  alone 
knowing.  He  puts  the  question,  why  the  Father  though 
communicating  in  all  things  (absolutely,  not  in  all  other 
things)  is  yet  set  forth,  or  alone  declared,  to  know*  So 
that  the  question  is  not  about  his  knowledge,  but  about 
our  Lord's  declaration,  why,  or  on  what  account,  he 
made  it,  seemingly  contrary  to  truth ;  since  all  things  are 

^  Si  qtus  exquirat  causam  propter  quam  in  omnilnu  Pater  commtuiicans 
FiHo,  solus  seire  et  honm  et  diem  a  Domino  manifestatos  est,  neque  aptabi- 
len)  magis,  neque  decentiorem,  nee  sine  periculo  alteram  quam  hanc  inveniat 
in  praesenti ;  (quoniam  enim  solus  verax  Magister  est  Dominus)  ut  (fiscamus 
per  ipsum,  super  omnia  esse  Patrem.  Etenim  Pater  ait,  major  me  est,  £t 
secundum  agnitionem  itaque  prsposltus  esse  Pater  annuntiatns  est  a  Domir 
no  nostro,  ad  hoc,  ut  et  nos,  in  quantum  in  figura  bi^us  mundi  sumus,  per- 
fectam  scientiam  et  tales  qusestiones  poncedamus  Deo.  Iren,  lib.  ii.  c.  28* 
p.  158,  159. 
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common  to  Father  and  Son.  What  then  could  be  meant 
by  such  a  declaration  P  It  must  be  tme  some  way  or 
other,  our  Lord  being  a  teacher  of  truth;  what  then  is 
the  case  ?  Irenaeus  tells  us,  that  it  is  true  in  respect  of  the 
Father's  having  the  preeminence  in  every  thing,  and  so 
alone  knowing  every  thing  in  theirs/  place,  or  primarily: 
and  therefore  it  was  upon  this  account  that  our  Lord 
gave  him  the  preference,  and  referred  that  knowledge  to 
him  solely y  as  the  sole  fountain  of  it ;  which  it  well  be- 
came him  to  do,  especially  during  the  state  of  his  humi- 
liation, while  injigura  mundiy  conversing  below:  though 
at  the  same  time  the  Son  also  has  the  same  knowledge, 
but  derived,  all  things  being  communicated  to  the  Son,  as 
Irenseus  had  observed.  Basil's  and  Nadanzen's  accounts 
of  this  matter  will  clear  It  up  farther,  and  will  fix  Irenaeus's 
real  meaning  beyond  all  reasonable  exception. 

Basil,  in  answer  to  the  doubt  about  our  Lord's  not 
knowing  that  day,  says,  he  will  give  the  solution  which 
from  a  child  had  been  taught  him  by  the  Fathers  before 
him :  and  which  he  represents  in  these  words :  "  As  to 
'^  what  is  said,  no  one  knows  that  day,  we  understand  it  as 
^  ascribbg  to  the  Father  the  primary  knowledge  both  of 
"  things  present  and  things  to  come ;  and  as  signifying 
"  to  us  that  he  is  in  all  things  the  primary  cause  ^«  Na- 
zianzen  chooses  rather  to  refer  Christ's  not  knowing  that 
day  to  his  humanity;  yet  he  mentions  also  this  other  con- 
struction of  "Christ's  not  knowing  it  originally,  or  in  that 
high  manner,  as  the  Father  may  be  ^aid  to  know  it.  His 
words  are  to  this  effect.  If  jhe  first  construction  be  not 
sufficient,  we  may  give  this  for  a  second :  "  As  every 
"  thing  else,  so  also  the  knowledge  of  the  greatest  things 
"  is  to  be  referred  up  to  the  cause  itself,  for  the  honour  of 
''the  Father^:' 


r$«*  ufAiitttu.    Basil,  Ep,  391.  p.  1168, 

^Mf f^ir^if  rtftn  r»S  y%i*nf^»i,     Greg,  Naz,  OrtU.  36.  p.  588. 
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Every  one  may  see  that  Irenaeus^s  construction  falls  m 
with  this  of  Nazianzen  and  Basil ;  who  perhaps  might 
both  borrow  it  from  him:  nor  is  it  possible  from  Ire- 
naeus's  words  to  prove  that  he  meant  any  thing  more. 
Nay,  the  words  themselves  most  easily  and  naturally  re- 
solve into  this  sense,  as  I  had  abundantly  before  proved 
from  the  context^  and  from  Irenseus's  main  scope  and  de- 
sign in  the  whole. 

You  call  it  pleasa7itioT  me  to  add,  cons^uently  in  all 
knowledge^  where  Irenaeus  says,  that  the  **  Father  com- 
*^  municates  in  all  things  to  the  Son.''  But  is  It  not  more 
pleasant  of  you  to  understand  by  all  things,  all  other 
things,  which  Irenaeus  does  not  say,  nor  does  his  argu- 
ment require  it,  but  the  contrary  ? 

I  took  notice- of  Dr.  Clarke's  slipping  over  some  words 
through  inadvertency:  which  words  he  has  since  added 
in  his  second  edition*  And  here,  to  show  your  inclination 
to  find  any  little  fault,  you  blame  me  for  taking  no  notice 
of  the  amendment.    Indeed  the  thing  was  very  slight, 
scarce  worth  remembering.    Yet  in  two  later  editions  6f 
my  book,  which  you  might  have  seen,  I  was  so  just  to 
the  Doctor  as  to  leave  my  former  words  out.     And  now, 
I  think,  you  ought  to  have  inquired  before  you  took  this 
needless  handle  for  complaint.   As  to  manifestatus,  which 
you  construe  expressly  declared^  I,  set  forth,  represented, 
or  saidy  (which  you  weakly  call  ^'  deceiving  the  reader,") 
it  is  not  very  material  which  be  taken,  provided  only  the 
question  were  why,  or  in  what  sense,  our  Saviour  declared 
it;  not,  why  the  Father  oniff  knew  the  day.  Which  ques- 
tion Irenaeus  resolves  in  saying,  Prceposttus  esse  Pater  an- 
nuntiatus  est.    It  was  in  this  sense  he  declared  him  to  be 
alone  knomng,  as  declaring  him  prcepositum,  set  lefore, 
preferred  to  the  Son  in  knowledge,  on  account  of  his  be- 
ing alone  Jirst  in  every  thing.     So  that  the  sum  of  all  is, 
that  Irenaeus  does  not  suppose  the  Father  more  knowing} 
but  knowing  every  thing  in  the  highest  manner ;  as  hav- 
ing it  primarily,  and  from  none;  which  was  also  the  sense 
of  Basil  and  Nazianzen.    But  enough  of  this.    You  go 
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on  to  Origen;  whom  I  had  cited,  after  Irenaeus,  Ignatius, 
and  Clemens  of  Alexandria,  to  confute  your  round  asser-^ 
tion,  that  all  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  believed  the  Adyog 
to  have  been  ignorant^  &c.  when  you  could  not  prove  it 
of  so  much  as  one.  Irenaeus  may  now  stand;  as  also  Ig- 
natius and  Clemens.  As  to  Origen,  you  have  nothing 
to  object  against  what  I  cited  him  for,  namely,  that  the 
Son  knows  as  much  as  the  Father,  or  all  thai  the  Father 
knows 'y  which  is  omniscience  in  the  highest  and  fullest 
sense,  not  your  relative  omniscience,  no  where  found 
among  the  ancients.  But  you  oppose  another  passage  of 
the  same  comment,  saying,  that  the  Father  is  greater 
than  the  truthj  that  is,  than  the  Son :  which  nobody 
doubts :  greater  as  Father,  which  is  all  that*  Origen 
means.  And  what  is  that  to  the  purpose  ?  Your  other 
quotation  out  of  Jerome  (then  a  vehement  Anti-Origenist, 
and  straining  every  thing  to  the  worst  sense)  is  of  very 
slight  moment.  Let  the  reader  consult  Bishop  Bull  <^  in 
defence  of  Origen  against  Jerome's  invectives  5  for  I  have 
no,' inclination  to  repeat:  or  let  him  turn  to  Origen*s 
Treatise  against  Celsus,  where  Origen  directly  contradicts 
that  very  doctrine  which  you,  upon  Jerome's  authority, 
endeavour  to  ascribe  to  him;  he  asserts,  that  the  Scm 
knows  the  Father  hot  ailwfy  suitably  to  his  dignity  ^^ 

From  the  slender  opposition  which,  after  long  deli* 
beration,  you  have  been  able  to  make  against  the  Son's 
omniscience,  it  ought  now  to  pass  as  a  thing  concluded 
and  determined,  bdng  fully .  supported  by  Scripture  and 
by  all  antiquity.  For  besides  the  particular  testimonies 
before  mentioned,  I  gave  you  also  a  general  argument^  to 
prove  that  the  Son's  omniscience  must  have  been  a  ruled 
case,  a  settled  point  with  the  Ante-Nicene  Church:  to 
which  argument  you  make  not  a  word  of  reply.  Only 
yott  single  out  an  expression  of  mine,  relating  to  Sabel^ 
lianism,  which  you  think  is  not  just,  and  which  you  call 
"  abusing  the  reader  j'^  though  you  have  not  yet  been 

»  BaU.  Def.  F.  Nic«  p.  121.  «  Origen.  oontr.  Celt.  p.  96;. 

VOL.  III.  a 
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able  to  produce  any  one  instance  where  I  have  done  it. 
I  have  discovered  many  in  you,  and  shall  many  more  as 
I  pass  bn.  What  you  blame  me  for,  is,  for  supposing 
that  the  Greek  word  hypostasis  signified  person^  during 
the  time  of  the  SabelHan  controversy.  I  do  assert  that 
it  did,  and  -  could  very  easily  prove  it :  but  Bishop  Bull 
has  already  done  it  to  my  hands  P.  And  it  is  something 
hard,  that  as  often  as  you  forget  yourself,  or  happen  to 
be  ignorant  of  what  every  scholar  should  know,  I  must 
be  charged  with  abusing  my  reader.  As  to  the  Sabellian 
notion  of  f^la  wF^crTouns  rpiicpwramo^y  I  have  before  shown 
how  it  is  to  be  understood :  and  that  Eusebius  himself  so 
understood  it  is  plain  to  every  man  that  can  read  him. 
But  I  suppose,  the  secret  reason  of  all  this  was  for  the 
sake  of  a  translation  of  yours,  ^*  one  single  individual  sub- 
**  stance  under  three  personal  distinctions  :'*  which  though 
literal^  is  a  very  false  translation,  as  substance  and  per^ 
sonal  distinctions  are  now  understood :  and  therefore  this 
was  meanly  applying  to  the  populace.  The  true  sense  of 
the  words,  as  we  should  now  express  it,  is>  one  person 
under  three  nominal  distinctions:  which  is  manifestly  what 
Eusebius  meant  by  it ;  as  may  appear  from  the  account  i 
have  given  of  him  above  (p.  177.)  Your  referring  me  to 
Dr.  Cudworth  is  pretty  extraordinary  5  when  it  is  well 
known  that  that  great  man  was  mistaken,  and  that  his 
account  of  that  matter  (espoused  also  by  Curcellaeus) 
has  been  at  large  confuted  by  Bishop  StilUngfleet^i;  not 
to  mention  what  has  been  done  also  by  Dr,  Walh,  and 
others,  since  that  time. 

The  truth  is,  had  Dr.  Cudworth  but  distinguished  be- 
tween substance  of  substanccy  (which  supposes  no  division, 
but  one  substance,)  and  saying  substances,  or  essences, 
which  implies  division,  his  account  had  been,  in  the  nudn, 
very  just ;  for  the  Fathers  loiew  nothing  of  a  Trinity  of 

p  Bull.  D.  F.  sect  u.  c.  9.  p.  103,  &c. 
4  Stillingfleet  on  the  Trinity,  p.  76.  to  p.  100. 

»  Wall's  Hist  of  Infant  Baptism,  p.  337.  to  p.  354.    True  Scripture  Doc- 
trine continued,  p.  239.  to  252. 
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fnodes,  such  as  seems  to  have  been  taught  by  some  of  the 
later  Schoolmen.     But  I  pass  on. 

The  eternity  of  God  the  Son  comes  next  under  consi- 
deration. You  tell  me,  it  *^  is  not  alike  described"  with  the 
Father's,  because  the  Father's  is  unoriginate  and  unde-^ 
rived:  but  where  do  you  find  unoriginate  or  underived  at 
all  mentioned  in  the  texts  wherein  the  Father's  eternity  is 
described  ?  You  may  collect  it  perhaps  by  inference  :  but 
still  the  Scripture  phrases  for  the  eternity^  whether  of 
Father  or  Son,  are  the  same  s  neither  does  the  distinction 
of  derived  and  underived  signify  any  thing  as  to  the  sense 
of  eternity^  which  imports  neither  more  nor  less  than 
beginningless  and  endless  duration*  You  next  endeavour 
to  find  some  difference  in  the  manner  wherein  the  texts 
are  applied  to  each  Person.  As  to  the  phrade  first  and 
last,  it  has  been  vindicated  already.  As  to  Rev.  i.  8. 
which  you  understand  of  the  Father,  it  is  to  be  inter- 
preted (with  all  antiquity)  of  God  the  Son*.  I  know 
how  much  it  concerns  you  to  contend  for  the  application 
of  this  text  to  God  the  Father;  and  therefore  it  is  that 
you  plead  do  strenuously  for  it  towards  the  latter  end  of 
Query  xviL  It  will  be  of  some  service  to  settle  that  text 
here;  and  therefore  I  shall  stop  awhile  to  consider  the 
strength  of  your  reinforcement.     In  my  Sermons, 

I.  I  pleaded  from  the  context. 

a.  From  antiquity. 

5.  I  showed  the  weakness  of  the  Doctor's  reasons  for 
applymg  the  text  to  the  Father. 

As  to  the  context  J  you  make  no  reply  at  all ;  though  it 
is  certainly  of  very  great  moment,  for  the  ascertaining 
the  construction.  As  to  antiquity ,  never  were  men  more 
unatiimous  than  the  ancients  were  in  this  matter;  there 
being  no  one  exception,  on  record,  against  it«  And 
though  you  may  make  slight  of  Post-Nicene  writers, 
(Athanasius,  Ruffinus,  Gregory  Nazianzen,  Phoebadius, 
Ambrose,  Epiphanitis,  Jerome,  Austin,  Andreas  Caesa^^ 

»  SeepiiySeniiont»vol.ii.p.l36^&e.  .Defetice>  vol.  u  p.  319^&c. 
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riensis^)  yet  their  concurring  voices  in  the  case  are  really 
very  considerable;  and  amount  to  a  probable  proof,  at 
leasts  of  the  universal  sense  of  the  Ante*Nicene  Church; 
especially  where  nothing  can  be  brought  to  confront  it. 
I  observe,  it  is  pretty  frequent  with  you,  upon  the  citing 
of  Eusebius  singly,  immediately  to  cry  out  the  ancient 
Churchj  even  in  points  wherein  Eusebius  stands  alone,  or 
runs  counter  to  the  ancients.     I  have  certainly  a  much 
better  right  to  claim  the  verdict  of  the  ancient  Churchy 
upon  the  strength  of  so  many  evidences,  (and  few  of 
them  either  much  later  or  less  considerable  than  Euse- 
bius,) in  a  matter  which  the  ancients  have  no  where 
contradicted.    But  I  appealed  also  to  two  Ante-Nic^e 
writers,  (Hippolytus  and  TertulUan,  to  say  nothing  now 
of  Origen,)  and  I  obs^erved  farther,  that  their  testimonies 
in  the  case  were  n.ot  to  be  looked  upon  merely  as  the 
private  judgment  of  two  writers,  but  as  showing  th^t  the 
Praxeans  and  Noetians  bad  all  along  taken  it  for  granted^ 
that  the  Church  applied  Rev.  i.  8.  to  God  the  Son;  and 
that  Hippolytus  and  TertuUian,  however  pressed  ia  di*t 
pute,  presumed  not  to  question  it.    A  proof  of  this  kind 
amounts  to  more  than  many  testimonies  of  single  Fathers,r 
in  relation  to  their  own  intecpretation  of  a  text.    As  to 
Hippolytus,  you  call  him  (p.  509.)  as  usual,  a  <<  spurious 
*^  or  interpolated''  author;  your  pretences  for  which  have 
been  answered.    But  we  have  Epipbanius>  here  stepping 
in  to  confirm  the  same  thing,  \iz.  that  Noetus  uirged  diat 
text,  as  applied  to  God  the  Son,  agabst  the  CatboHcs: 
and  he  answers  as  Hippolytua  had  done,  by  admitting 
the  text  to.  be  understood  of  Christ ;  borrowing  bis  an- 
swer (as  will  be  plain  by  comparing)  from  this  veiy  piece 
of  Hippolytus,  which  you  call  spurious  or  irUerpolaieJL 
It  is  therefore  manifest,  that  the  part  we  are  now  oostt 
cemed  in  is  no  interpoUUiwi. 

As  to  TertuUian,  you  say,  ^^  He  does  not  soppose  this 
^^  text  to  be  ^ken  of  th^  Son/'*  (p,  508^)  What,  does  he 

VQplphfUw  Tol.  i,  p,  4^ 
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not  ?  Surely  you  never  looked  carefully  into  'f ertuUian. 
He  observes  of  the  Praxeans*^,  (just  as  Hippolytus  does 
of  Noetus,)  that  they  had  cited  and  urged  this  text 
against  the  Catholics  5  applying  it  to  God  the  Son :  and 
Tertullian,  in  his  answer,  admits  that  application.  Where- 
fore it  is  a  clear  case,  that  the  Ante-Nicene  Church  uni- 
versally understood  this  text  of  the  Son,  and  not  of  the 
Father;  which  I  am  now  proving.  What  you  throw  in 
to  lessen  the  sense  of  vravroxparcop,  when  applied  to  the 
Son,  I  pass  over  here,  as  not  affecting  our  present  quesr- 
tion.  Origen  I  insist  not  upon,  because  of  the  doubtful 
credit  of  his  translator.  Yet,  considering  that  the  text 
was  certainly  so  applied  before  Origen*s  time,  and  con- 
stantly after,  it  is  more  than  probable  that  that  part  at 
least  is  Origen's  own.  However,  I  want  not  his  testi- 
mony, having  abundant  proof  of  what  I  assert,  without 
him. 

Since  therefore  the  context,  and  all  antiquity y  pleads  on 
my  side  for  understanding  that  text  of  God  the  Son,  I 
must  have  strong  reasons  for  the  other  application,  before 
I  admit  it.  Dr.  Clarke's  principal  reason,  drawn  from 
verse  the  fourth  of  that  chapter,  I  answered  at  large  in 
my  Sermons^.  It  is  no  more  than  this;  that  the  title, 
*^  which  is,  and  which  was,  and  which  is  to  come,"  is  given 
to  the  Father,  ver.  4.  therefore  the  same  title,  ver.  8.  muBt 
belong  to  him  also :  as  if  the  same  title  were  not  often  in 
Scripture,  and  in  the  Apocalypse  too,  given  to  both»  I 
instanced  in  the  title  of  Alpha  and  Omega,  &c.  being  ap- 
plied by  St.  John,  sometimes  to  the  Father,  and  at  other 
times  to  the  Son.    All  you  have  to  say  by  way  of  reply, 

-  ^  Interim,  hie  mihi  proraotum  mt  responsum  adrersus  id  qaod  et  de  Ap6- 
calypsi  Joannis  profenmt :  £go  Dominus  qui  est,  et  quifwi,  et  venit  omitj- 
potens;  et  sicnbi  alibi  Dei  omnipotentis  appellationem  non  putant  Filio  con- 
venire.  Quasi  qui  Tenturns  est,  non  sit  omnipotens,  cum  et  Filius  omnipo- 
tentis tam  omnipotens  sit  quam  Dens  Dei  Filius.  TertuU.  contr.  Prax.  c.  17. 

N.  B.  The  Praxeans  could  not  imagine  that  any  such  high  title  could  be- 
long to  the  Son,  unless  the  Son  was  the  veiy  Father  himself:  which  there* 
fore  they  concluded  him  to  be  from  this  and  tile  like  texts. 

*  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  137. 
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is^  that  the  title  of  Alpha  and  Omega  is  indisputably  given 
to  the  Son  in  other  places;  whereas  this  other  is  never  given 
to  the  Son  any  where  else  but  here;  where  it  is  disputable 
whether  it  be  given  him  or  no.  To  which  I  answer,  that 
there  is  very  little  force  in  this  argument,  provided  we 
have  other  good  reasons  for  understanding  the  text  of 
God  the  Son  in  this  one  place ;  as  we  certainly  have  both 
from  the  context  and  from  antiquity ;  and  there  is  still 
the  less  force,  if  Scripture^  and  even  St.  John  himself,  has 
elsewhere  applied,  if  not  this  very  title,  yet  equivalent 
titles  to  God  the  Son ;  which  he  undoubtedly  has.  For 
brevity  sake,  I  refer  only  to  St,  John's  application  of 
Isa.  ix.  6,  9.  to  God  the  Son  y,  "  Holy,  holy,  holy  Lord 
^^  God  of  hosts  :*'  which  St.  John  expresses  (Rev.  iv.  8.) 
by  Kvpios  6  &iocj  6  ^pLVToxpaToop,  much  the  same  with  what 
we  have  Rev.  i,  8, 

There  is  therefore  no  force  in  your  reasoning  against 
ihe  application  of  Rev.  i.  8.  to  the  Son. 

The  Doctor's  other  reason  drawn  from  the  ancientSj  as 
generally  applying  the  title  p  ^cuvroxparwp  to  the  Father, 
is  ridiculous;  when  we  have  plain  positive  proof  that  they 
understand  this  very  text  of  God  the  Son,  Whatever 
use  may  be  madja  pf  the  general  observation,  (as  there 
cannot  much  2,)  it  does  not  affect  the  question  about  the 
Application  of  this  text  to  the  Son, 

Having  sufficiently  vindicated  our  application  of  Rev*  i. 
8.  I  may  proceed,  and  make  my  proper  use  of  it,  as  occa- 
sion may  require.  I  may  now  venture,  by  your  allow- 
ance, to  call  God  the  Son  supreme  ov^  all;  which  is 
your  own  rendering  of  6  ^o^vroHp^roop.  And  let  us  not 
presume  to  deal  partially  and  unequally  between  the  Fa- 
ther and  the  Son,  in  this  important  question.  We  may 
now  return  to  the  point  of  the  Son's  eternity, 

I  observed,  in  my  Defence*,  that  by  eluding  the  proof 
of  the  Son's  eternity,  you  had  scarce  left  yourself  any  fpjr 


•r  See  my  SermonSy  vol.  ii.  p.  18.  ■  Ibid.  p.  138. 

#  Pefence^  vol.  i.  p.  81^  &c. 
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the  eternity  of  God  the  Father :  or  if  you  had,  I  desired 
you  to  show  in  what  manner  you  could  (consistent  with 
your  principles)  prove  the  eternity  of  the  Father.  You 
nnake  a  doubt  whether  I  intended  it  for  sober  reasoning 
or  banter^.  You  do  well  to  put  the  matter  off  with  as 
good  a  grace  as  you  can :  but  I  was  very  serious  in  it  5 
that  you  had  come  very  near  defeating  every  proof  that 
could  be  thought  on  in  the  case ;  if  you  had  not  entirely 
done  so.  And  indeed,  I  am  still  of  opinion,  that,  through 
your  imprudent  zeal  against  the  divinity  of  God  the  Son, 
you  have  really  betrayed  the  clearest  and  best  cause  in 
the  world  to  the  first  bold  Marcionite,  or  Manichee,  that 
shall  deny  the  eternal  Godhead  both  of  Father  and  Son, 
and  assert  some  unknown  God  above  them  both.  You 
will  remember,  the  question  was,  whether  that  particular 
Person^  called  the  Father,  be  the  eternal  God,  or  how  you 
could  prove  it  upon  your  principles.  His  being  called 
God  ever  so  often  would  amount  to  nothing ;  that  being 
no  more  than  a  word  of  office.  His  being  Creator  was 
nothing,  that  you  could  elude.  His  being  Jehovah  was 
of  no  weight,  meaning  no  more  than  a  person  true  and 
faithful  to  his  promises.  As  to  his  eternity,  none  of  the 
texts  were  strong  enough  for  it,  but  might  bear  a  limited 
sense.  I  may  now  add,  that  the  title  of  ^ravToxparwf ,  AU 
mighty^  or  God  over  all,  or  the  strongest  words  of  like 
kind  in  the  Old  Testament,  signify  nothing;  being  ca- 
pable of  a  subordinate  sense.  Well  then ;  what  have  yoa 
at  length  reserved,  to  prove  so  momentous  an  article? 
Only  this :  that  he  is  the  Father,  or  first  Cause,  of  whom 
are  all  things.  But  first  Cause  is  no  where  said,  that  is 
your  own.  All  that  is  said  is,  "  To  us  there  is  one  God 
*'  the  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things,"  1  Cor.  viii.  5. 
And  you  know  how  to  elude  the  force  of  the  word  aU 
things,  when  you  are  disputing  against  God  the  Son :  so 
that  creating  all  things  may  mean  no  more  than  creating 
^ome  things',  as  Christ's  knowing  all  things,  according 
to  you,  means  some  things  only.  The  utmost  therefore 
of  what  you  have  proved  is  no  more  than  that  he  is  Crea- 
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tor;  and  being  Creator,  you  had  lold  me  long  ago^  did 
not  imply  eternity j  nor  an  infinite  subject^.  You  have 
not  then  been  able  to  prove,  that  the  particular  Person, 
called  the  Father,  is  the  ^rst  Cause  of  all  things  ;  or  £hat 
there  is  not  another  God  above  him ;  who  is  really,  and 
truly,  and  in  the  metaphysical  sense^  the  eternal  God.  You 
may  proceed  as  you  think  proper,  to  make  up  the  appa- 
rent deficiency  of  your  pretended  demonstration.  By 
k>08ening  the  proof  of  Christ^s  divinity ,  you  have  loosenr 
ed  every  proof  of  the  divinity  of  God  the  Father  also) 
which  perhaps  you  was  not  aware  of.  For  my  part,  I 
shall  always  think,  that  his  being  so  often  called  God, 
and  true  God,  and  his  being  Creator,  and  Almighty,  and 
Jehovah,  and  he  that  is,  and  was,  and  is  to  come,  are  clear 
incontestable  proofs  that  he  is  the  one  necessarily  exists 
mg  God,  whose  existence  my  reason  assures  me  of:  and 
when  I  am  got  thus  far,  I  will  prove,  by  the  same  topics, 
that  God  the  Son  is  so  likewise :  and  thus  the  same  ar- 
tillery shall  serve  both  against  Manichees  and  Arians; 
while  you,  by  pleading  the  cause  of  one,  have  insensibly 
given  up  a  greater  cause  to  the  other. 

I  must  however  do  you  the  justice  to  observe,  that 
since  your  first  writing,  you  seem  to  be  drawing  oW,  with 
the  Doctor,  from  some  of  your  former  principles.  You 
do  not  now  make  the  word  God  to  be  always  a  word  of 
office :  nay,  you  assert  it  to  be  very  *^  improper  to  say, 
*^  that  the  supreme  God  has  an  office,"  (p.  2ao.)  which 
makes  a  great  alteration  in  your  scheme,  and  is  jumping 
from  one  extreme  to  another;  overlooking,  as  usual,  the 
truth,  which  lies  in  the  midway.  I  do  not  know,  whe- 
ther you  can  yet  prove  that  particular  Person,  called  God 
the  Father,  to  be  the  one  eternal  God.  You  suppose  the 
word  God,  when  applied  to  him,  to  denote  his  Person; 
axwi  you  suppose  that  Person  to  be  the  one  eternal  God. 
But  supposing  is  one  thing,  and  proving  another :  and  I 
do  not  see  how  you  have  proved  it,  or  ever  can  prove  it  *, 

^  See  my  Defeoce^  toI.  i.  p.  83. 
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unless  you  allow  the  title  of  God  to  cany  the  notion  of 
fiecessary  escistence  in  it,  allowing  the  same  also  of  JeAo- 
vah.  Then  indeed  you  may  prove  your  point  as  to  the 
divinity  of  God  the  Father:  and  as  soon  as  you  have  done 
it,  by  the  same  arguments  we  will  also  prove  the  divinity 
of  God  the  Son.  So  choose^  you  whether  to  take  in  both^ 
or  ^ve  up  loth :  for  I  see  no  remedy  but  that  the  divinity 
of  Father  and  So?i  must  stand  or  fall  together. 

To  proceed :  you  pretend  now,  that  *^  you  was  not  ar- 
^^  guing  against  the  eternity  of  the  Son,  but  showing  the 
^^  weakness  of  my  arguments  to  prove  his  independent 
**  eternity/*  You  (hall  have  the  liberty  of  recanting  and 
growing  wiser,  whenever  you  please.  But  the  truth  of  the 
fact  is,  that  you  were  then  arguing  against  the  eternity 
of  the  Son,  in  these  words  quoted  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i. 
p.  84.  "  This  office  and  character  (of  a  Redeemer)  relative 
^^  to  us,  presupposes  not,  nor  is  at  all  more  perfect  for,  the 
*<  eternal  past  duration  of  his  being."  It  was  the  eternity, 
you  see,  not  independent  eternity,  against  which  you  were 
disputing.  I  asked,  how  you  came  to  take  for  granted 
what  you  knew  nothing  of;  viz.  that  any  power  less  than 
infinite  might  be  equal  to  the  work  of  redemption.  And 
what  do  you  say  to  this  ?  My  argument  is,  if  you  cannot 
show  that  it  did  not  require  infinite  power,  you  cannot 
show  that  it  did  not  require  an  eternal  agent.  You  say, 
that  ^*  an  office  commencing  in  time,  does  not  require  an 
**  eternal  duration  of  him  that  executes.**  Right:  every 
office  does  not :  but  we  are  speaking  of  an  office  which 
may  (for  aught  you  know)  require  infinite,  and  therefore 
eternal  powers,  because  nothing  infinite  can  be  in  time. 
You  say,  *^  Infinity  of  powers  is  not  a  consequence  of  eter- 
**  nal  duration.**  Suppose  it  be  not,  (which  you  know  no- 
thing of  again,)  yet  my  argument  is  vice  versa,  that  eternal 
duration  is  a  consequence  of  infinity  of  powers ;  which 
you  did  not  attend  to.  At  length  you  are  forced  to  give 
up  the  point ;  not  being  hardy  enough  to  pronounce  that 
the  work  of  redejnption  did  not  require  iiifinite  powers. 
But  you  attempt  to  prove  it  another  way.     A  "  me- 
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**  diator,"  you  say,  *^  cannot  be  himself  the  one  supreme 
**  God.*'    You  should  have  said,  (for  it  is  all  that  you  can 
prove,)  that  a  mediator  cannot  be  the  same  person  whom 
he  mediates  to.    And  this  is  what  Eusebius  shows  in  the 
passage  produced  by  you;  which  was  very  needlessly 
brought    to    prove  what    every  man's    common    sense 
teaches.    The  whole  force  of  Eusebius's  reasoning  lies 
only  in  this,  that  the  two  persons  could  not  be  one  per^ 
son :  or  if  he  meant  any  thing  more,  (which  I  am  not 
sensible  he  did,)  his  arguing  is  low  and  trifling.     I  had 
pleaded,  that  by  your  reasoning,  you  had  entirely  frus- 
trated the  argument  drawn  from  the  acts  of  creation,  to 
prove  the  divinity  of  God  the  Father:  for  the  office  of 
creating  commenced  in  time.    You  are  pleased  to  allow 
my  consequence,   (however  scandalous  it   may  appear 
upon  you,)  and  to  tell  me,  that  the  "  perfections  of  God 
*^  the  Father  appear  not  barely  and  immediately  from  the 
'^  act  of  creating,  but  from  the  consideration  of  the  nature 
*^  of  a  first  Cause."     I  am  glad  to  find  you  begin  to  be 
reconciled  to  that  metaphysical  word,  nature,  which  you 
will  hardly  allow  us  to  use.    But  J  must  tell  you  farther, 
that  by  weakening  and  destroying  so  many  clear  and  un- 
deniable proofs  of  the  Father's  divinity,  you  have  not  left 
yourself  enough  to  prove  him  to  be  the  Jirst  Cause.    This 
perhaps  you  was  not  aware  of,  being  entirely  bent  upon 
destroying  the  Son's  divinity  ;  and  taking  it  for  granted, 
that  the  Father's  would  be  admitted  without  proof.    It  is 
a  dark  business:  but  disputants  will  sometimes  over- 
shoot.   Dr.  Clarke,  I  believe,  began  to  be  sensible  of  his 
error  in  this  respect,  as  having  undermined  every  Scrip- 
ture proof  of  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Father. 
By  an  after- thought,  in  the  second  edition  of  Scripture 
Doctrine^,  he  was  pleased  to  allow,  that  the  Father's 
self-existence   and  independent  eternity  were  taught  in 
Rev,  i.  8. 

I  am  very  glad  he  pitched  upon  that  text,  because  wo 

<  Clarke's  Script.  I>octr.  p.  264.  ed.  24. 
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can  easily  vindicate  it  to  God  the  Son :  and  so  we  shall 
have  an  express  proof  of  the  necessary  existence  of  the 
Son;  and  leave  you,  with  shame,  to  make  out  the  Fa- 
ther*s,  by  some  other  as  express  texts,  or  by  consequence 
only.  I  have  before  hinted,  that  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  will  do 
you  no  service  directly,  or  by  itself;  because  all  things 
may  mean  some  things,  and  God  to  us,  may  not  mean  ab- 
solutely the  God  of  the  universe.  But  if  the  Son's  neces- 
sary existence  be  once  admitted,  according  to  Rev.  i.  8, 
the  consequence  will  be  clear  and  certain  for  the  necessary 
existence  of  the  Father  also.  Thus,  as  you  bad  once  lost 
the  proof  of  the  Father's  divinity,  by  denying  the  Son's ', 
so,  by  asserting  the  latter,  you  may  again  recover  the 
former,  and  then  all  wijl  be  right. 

Query  VIII. 
Whether  eternity  does  not  imply  necessary  existence  of 
the  Son;  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  Doctor's  scheme? 
and  whether  the  Doctor  hath  not  made  an  elusive  equi- 
vocating answer  to  the  objection  ;  since  the  Son  may  he  a 
necessary  emanation  from  the  Father,  by  the  will  and 
power  of  the  Father,  without  any  contradiction  ?  Will 
is  one  thing,  and  arbitrary  will  another. 
WE  have  many  important  matters  to  debate  under  this 
present  Query,  which  will  require  the  reader's  most  care- 
ful attention. 

You  begin  with  telling  me,  that  eternal  generation  does 
not  imply  necessary  existence,  nay,  that  it  is  contradictory 
to  it.  Let  us  hear  your  reason.  ^^  Generation  is  an  act, 
"  and  all  actions  spring  from  the  will  only ;  and  an  act  of 
*^  the  will  (that  is,  free  choice)  cannot  be  necessary,'* 
p.  251.  Your  argument  is  undoubtedly  just,  according  to 
your  own  novel  sense  of  the  word  act.  But  it  is  ridi- 
culous to  imagine,  that  giving  new  names  to  old  truths 
can  ever  alter  their  nature.  Either  argue  against  genera- 
tion being  an  act  in  the  old  sense  of  act,  or  confess  your 
trifling,  in  bringing  the  whole  to  a  dispute  about  words 
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and  names  only.  In  the  old  sense  of  act,  generation  is 
an  act ;  in  your  novel  sense  of  act  it  is  not :  and  where 
are  you  now,  but  where  you  at  first  set  out  ? 

You  tell  me,  after  the  Modest  Pleader,  (to  whom  I 
briefly  replied  in  a  Preface,)  "  that  I  have  not  been  able 
*'  to  produce  one  single  passage  out  of  any  one  Ante-Ni- 
**  cene  writer"  (you  should  have  added  Post-Nicene  too, 
it  being  equally  true  of  all  the  Fathers)  **  wherein  the  Son 
*^  is  affirmed  to  have  emaned,  or  been  emitted,  from  the 
*^  Father,  by  necessity  of  nature.^* 

Will  you  please  to  show  me,  where  either  Scripture 
or  Fathers  (Post-Nicene  or  Ante-Nicene)  ever  said,  that 
God  the  Father  existed  by  necessity  of  nature.  They 
have  never  said  it;  though  they  have,  in  other  terms, 
asserted  the  same  thing,  which  we  now  mean  by  necessity 
of  nature :  and  this  may  also  be  the  case  as  to  the  neces* 
sary  generation  of  the  Son :  and  it  certainly  is  so.  To 
clear  this  momentous  point  I  shall  here  show, 

I.  Why  neither  Father  nor  Son  were  ever  said,  by  the 
ancients,  to  exist  by  necessity  of  nature,  but  the  contrary. 

a.  I  shall  show  that  the  ancients,  notwithstanding,  be- 
lieved the  very  same  thing  which  we  now  differently  ex- 
press 5  namely,  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son,  as 
well  as  of  God  the  Father. 

3.  r  shall  inquire  in  what  sense,  or  by  whom,  necessary 
generation  or  emanation  was  held,  and  in  what  words 
they  expressed  it:  where  I  shall  also  account  for  the 
Son's  being  said  to  be  generated  by  the  will  of  the  Fa- 
ther. 

I.  T  am  to  begin  with  observing,  why  neither  Father 
nor  Son  were  ever  said,  by  the  ancients,  to  exist  by  tieces- 
cessity  of  nature^  but  the  contrary.  None  of  the  ancients 
durst  have  said,  that  God  exists  by  necessity,  because  it 
would  have  been  the  same  as  to  say,  that  he  was  com- 
pelled by  a  superior  force,  and  against  his  will,  (such  was 
their  sense  of  the  word  7iecessity,)  to  exist.  The  Greek 
«yayxij  had  been  much  used  among  philosophers  in  this 
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hard  sense.  Some  had  made  vov$  and  ivayxri  ^^  mind  e^d 
necessity,  the  two  causes,  or  sources  of  all  things.  Some 
made  necessity  Q\onQ  the  first  and  highest  caz^se^.  Plato 
meant  the  saqie  as  5^ij,  or  first  matter,  by  necessity  ^,  fol- 
lowing therein  Tinweus  Locrus.  Some  made  necessity 
the  mother  of  the  fates,  and  the.  frst  amOng.  the  deities  s. 
Many  made  their  gods  all  subject  to'  necessity ',  as  is  par- 
ticularly true  of  the  Stoics.  I  forbear  to  cite  passages 
which  might  be  given  in  great  numbers.  Such  l)eing  the 
use  of  the  word  necessity,  no  wonder,  if  the  Fathers  for- 
bore saying,  that  God  existed  by  necessity,  or  if  they  even 
d^ed  it. 

Plotinus,  a  famous  Platonist,  of  the  third  century,  de- 
nies that  God  exists  imo  avayxij^^,  by  necessity,  being  xio 
other  than  what  he  would  choose  to  be. 

Lactantius  hints  at  the  same  th£)ught  K    And  upon  the 
same  principles,  the  Fathers  were  always  very  careful  to , 
rejnoye  every  thing  of  necessity^  from  Godj  and  would 

^  Vid.  Hmsungi  Locrom  de  Anim.  Mund.  p.  543.  Amst 

•  Vid.  Phurnutum  de  Natura  Deorum^  p.  19.  alias  155. 

*"  Vid,  Flatonis  Timsum.    Chalcid.  in  Timseum^  p.  377.  ed.  Fabric. 

e  Vid.  Ppoclum.  Theolog.  Flaton.  p.  405,  406.  J^ausaD.  lib.  ii.  p.  93.  Tbeo- 
dc»it.  de  Provid.  Dei  Serm.  vi.  p.  562,  56a. 

^  Mnri  av  iavr^  ri  ^//c«^<e^3-«/  w;  v«r«  uvdyxfif  touto  ay,  «  l^ri  rourgf  to  avrof 
Jyoi  «iri^  avTos  m)  nB^ikfjft.  xeCi  ^ixu.  Plotin.  Enn.  vi.  p.  748. 

*  Ex.  seipso  ^st,  ut  in  primo  diximus  libro,  et  ideo  talis  est  qualem  se  e^M 
Toliiit    LacL  iHst.  lib.  ii.  o.'8.  p.  161. 

fmi  Im^  reivra  <pveru  uyu^of  (0'r/y.  j^thanosius,  611. 

Bonus  Pater,  non  ant  ex  voluntate  est,  aut  necessitate,  sed  super  utrum- 
que,  hoc  est,  natura,    Jmbros.  de  Fid.  lib.  iv.  c.  9.  p.  540. 

Non  ex  roluntate,  noc  ex  necessitate,  qida  £H90  nuUa  numet  necessitas. 
Supra  voluntatem  et  necessitatem  est  id  quod,  ^s]t  Deltas.  Figil,  Ta^fs..  de. 
Trin.  lib.  x.  p.  273.   Conf.  Toletan,  Concil.  xi. 

^6 fit  yet^  &i  eiyecB^of  o  Qiof,  x»}  (fv^tt  ittfAtov^yog,  xeti  (pverti  Qiof,  cvx  ufU'yxy 
raSvx  Iffri'  rit  ya^  i  vhv  Aveiyxm  Wmym.  Datnosc,  de  Fidi  Orth,  lib.  iii.  p. 
22a.  - 

"Et  yk^  xar  airn*  rl  (potixc*  zfaivrcts  xct)  nvetyxx^fiUof'  ^v^u  ^\  0  Qtof,  Qttf^ 
fv€U  tiyaB'Of,  ^vctu  ^nfAiougyoi*  avdyxi^i  Xffrm  0  @t0f,  Os0^,  xx)  uya^oe,  xui  oif- 
(uov^yot*  oTtf  xtu  lvMu»f  /inn  yt  XvyuM  lax^Tnt  l^r)  ^>M^nftMs'  Tig  yxf  0  rnv 
awyxfiv  Iv-dym;  Moxim,  Disp,  cum  Pyrrh,  torn.  ii.  p.  163.  Comhesis, 

*0  r»y  o>Mit  &tos  oit  xarx  (pufftv  xyids,  iixeutff  iyx^agf  Z»*hf  <pit»  #tf^'«,  tcxl  %q» 
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never  say  that  he  existed,  or  was  Grod,  by  necessity,  Da- 
mascen  well  expresses  the  thoughts  of  them  all  in  these 
Words. 

**  God  being  by  nature  good,  and  by  nature  endued 
**  with  creative  powers,  and  by  nature  God,  is  not  any  of 
"  these  by  necessity :  for,  who  has  laid  any  necessity  upon 
*'  him?"  I  render  Sijjxiowpyof,  endued  with  creative  powers, 
that  being  the  sense  of  it ;  though  otherwise,  literally,  it 
is  Creator, 

As  low  then  as  Damascen,  who  lived  in  the  eighth  cefX- 
tury,  we  have  no  instance,  that  I  know  of,  of  the  use  of 
necessary  existence,  or  of  necessity  of  nature  in  the  modern 
sense.    They  that  would  seek  for  it,  must  look  among 
the  later  Schoolmen,  and  not  among  the  Fathers  of  the 
Church.     When  it  first  came  in  is  no  great  matter,  nor 
worth  my  search :  so  I  leave  it  to  those  who  have  leisure. 
But  I  must  complain  of  it  as  a  great  instance  of  unfair** 
ness,  after  I  had  given  you  the  hint  of  this  in  the  Preface 
to  my  Sermons  >,  (which  you  have  read,)  for  you  to  bring 
up  this  pretence  again,  that  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  did 
not  allow  the  Son  to  exist,  or  to  be  generated  by  necessity 
of  nature.    Which  pretence  amounts  to  no  more  than  a 
poor  quibble  upon  an  expression :  and  you  might  have 
used  the  very  same  argument  agdnst  the  necessary  exist* 
fsnce  even  of  God  the  Father.    The  ancient  writers,  I  con- 
ceive, for  eight  centuries.  (I  know  not  how  much  lower) 
would  have  denied,  or  did  deny,  that  God  was  God  by 
necessity :  well  therefore  might  they  deny,  or  never  as- 
sert, that  the  Son  was  generated  by  necessity.    Yet  they 
asserted  the  very  same  things  which  we  do,  in  respect  of  . 
Father  or  ♦Son>  under  other  terms;  as  I  come  next  to 
show. 

a.  The  ancients  believed  and  taught  the  necessary  exists 
ence  of  God  the  Son ;  expressing  it  in  such  manner  and 
fai  such  phrases  as  were  suitable  to  thqir  own  times.   The 

ad  Jnathem,  3.  contr,  Theodor,  p.  213, 
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most  usual  way  of  expressing  what  we  call  necessary  ex- 
istence, was  by  saying,  that  any  thing  was  this  or  that, 
f6<rm  or  xaroi  fwnv,  by  nature:  another  pretty  common 
way  was  by  6  cSv,  to  ov,  Svtoo$  m,  and  the  like,  existing 
emphatically.  Several  other  ways  of  expressing  the  same 
thing  will  occur  as  I  go  along,  in  tracing  the  sense  of  xhe 
Fathers  upon  this  head,  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the 
Son. 

A.  D.  ii6.  Ignatius. 
I  begin  with  Ignatius,  one  of  St.  John's  disciples, 
whose  words  are  these :  ^'  There  is  one  physician,  both 
"  fleshly  and  spiritual,  made  and  unmade j  though  in -flesh 
"  God,  in  death  true  life,  both  of  Mary  and  of  Godi  first 
*^  passible,  then  impassible,  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord  ™.'' 
The  word  which  I  here  lay  the  stress  on,  in  proof  of  the 
Son's  necessary  existence,  is  aysvijTo^,  not  made :  a  word 
but  seldom,  if  ever,  used,  in  this  manner,  to  signify  any 
thing  less.  Thus  Athanasius  ^,  and  Pope  Gelasius^  long 
ago,  understood  this  place  of  Ignatius :  you  pretend  (p. 
^95.)  that  the  reading  is  ayiwYiro^,  unbegotten,  and  that  it 
is  <^  plainly  set  in  opposition  only  to  human  generation/' 
But  this  which  is  so  plain  to  you,  is  by  no  means  plain  to 
any  man  else :  the  contrary  is  rather  so  from  many  consi- 
derations. You  must  mean,  I  suppose,  that  he  was  unbe* 
gotten,  as  having  no  human  father,  born  of  a  virgin.  A- 
giunst  which  construction  there  lie  these  several  reasons. 
I.  That  no  other  Catholic  writer  ever  styled  Christ  ayiih- 
yijro;  on  this  acc6unt.  2.  That  Ignatius  is  plainly  speak- 
ing of  two  several  natures  in  the  same  person  of  Christ, 
as  appears  by  the  antitheses  all  along.  Call  it  ttit  flesh 
only,  if  you  please,  (though  he  meant  hy  flesh  human  na- 
ture entire,)  yet  you  see  the  opposition  carried  on  quite 


yt»0fUff  dtifi  U  ^KN^Tf  (mi  Akn^mf  fuii  U  Maxims  tuu  Im  Oi^v,  m^'rn  «r«dii- 
vU  xc)  rTt^m^ml^Si  *^\n9Mt  X^ttrit  i  K^^ug  nfuiw,  Ign. Ep,  ad  Ephtt.  e.  vii. 
p.  14.  Ox. 

•  Athanas.  de  Synod.  Arim.  p*  761. 

*  Gelaaio^  de  duabus  NaturiB,  p.  690.  Bas.  ed. 
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through,  Jlesh  and  ^irit,  JUsh  and  Goiy  death  and  tfU^ 
life,  one  of  Mary,  the  other  of  God,  one  passibUi  the 
other  impassible :  so  that  the  plain  sense  is,  that  one  wa^ 
made  J  the  other  unmade :  unless  you  will  say,  that  as  the 
Jlesh  was  begotten,  the  Adyos,  the  God  was  unbegotten: 
which  can  bear  but  two  senses,  one  of  which  will  not  suit 
with  your  principles,  nor  the  other  with  Catholic  prmci- 
ples.  You  will  not  say,  that  the  Adyos  was  unbegotten 
of  the  Father,  nor  would  Ignatius,  that  Christ,  as  God, 
was  not  begotten  of  Mary.  It  being  a  Catholic  noaxim, 
that  Mary  was  ^sot^ko^  :  that  is,  the  doctrine  was  always 
held,  though  differently  expressed;  and  it  is  the  express 
doctrine  of  Ignatius  P  himself.  Since  then  Ignatius  was 
undoubtedly  ^^peaking  of  what  Christ  was  in  two  distinct 
natures,  or  capacities,  to  one  of  which  ysfhffros  is  applied, 
and  iyivriros  to  the  other ;  you  may  readily  perceive,  that 
your  construction  of  him  is  entirely  wide  and  foreign. 
3.  I  shall  add,  thirdly,  that  I  have  some  reason  to  doubt 
whether  there  was  any  such  word  as  ayfwjTo^  so  early  as 
the  time  of  Ignatius.  This  will  lead  me  into  a  long  but 
useful  inquiry  ^  useful  upon  many  other  accounts  besides 
the  present.  You  are  of  opinion,  that  the  aocient  Chris- 
tian writers,  wherever  they  style  God  ayiwiro^,  meant  the 
same  as  iyiinyr^Tos,  tmbegotten,  p.  294.  My  opinion  is,  that 
it  was  late  before  they  styled  him  oysyi^To^  at  all  ^;  and 
that  when  they  styled  him  ayivufro^,  they  never  meant 
precisely  unbegotten,  but  either  unmade,  or  underived  sb^ 
solutely.  We  must  trace  this  point  up  to  the  old  philo- 
sophers. Thales  is  the  first  of  them:  and  he  uses  the 
word  uyivy^Tos ',  to  signify  Qithtmnmade  or  eternal. 

P  K^tertS  r§u  ulw  t»u  @f«0,  TtZ  ytufitiftu  ip  vfri^i^  Im  r^i^utvi  Aatfiih  »M* 
'AS^euifit,  ignctt,  ad  Rom,  c.  yii.  p.  40. 

4  Patri  novum  innascibilitatis  nomen  ecdesia  imposuit.  Cum  eDim  Sa- 
bdUana  hserens  genitum  ex  vrtf^sud  Patrem  voluisset  asserere,  ingemtmm 
i»iitra.  Hanc  confitendo  ecdesia  tradidit  Patiem^  et  utique  in  dimis  Serip-^ 
tiiris  ingemtum  nimquam  ]egunii&  Patrem*    yigxL  Taps,  JHsp,  Not*  21. 

'  TL^toivvam  vm  hrmt  Bug'  ibyintro*  ya^,    Diog.  Ixtert.  lib.  i.  p.  21. 

T/  T6  ^§v ;  r«  fitnTi  i^x^t  tx^^,  finn  ^tXimu  Thdle$  ogpud^  IHog*  L(iur4, 
p.  22. 
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Parmenides^,  about  a  hundred  years  after,  uses  the  word 
ayevr^ov,  as  is  plain  from  the  metre;  and  not  in  the  sense 
of  unbegotten,  because  he  supposes  the  same  thing  to  be 
fMvoysvesj  begotten. 

Clemens  understands  the  passage  of  God:  but  Eusebius 
and  Theodorit  more  rightly  of  the  world:  though  per- 
haps both  may  be  consistent,  as  some  have  imagined  God 
and  the  world  to  be  the  same,  and  proceeding  from  a 
chaos.  But  I  incline  to  understand  it  rather  of  the  world 
distinct  from  Gody  as  the  only  begotten  of  God;  fiovoyev^s 
being  a  title  given  to  the  world  by  Timaeus  Locrus^,  and 
Plato  ^,  who  are  imitated  by  Philo^. 

Here  then  ayevrjTos  can  only  signify  unmade^  eternal^  or 
necessarily  existing* 

Ocellus  LucanusT  uses  it  to  express  beginningless  and 
endless  existence :  or  what  we  should  call  necessary  ex^ 
istence;  always  and  unvariably  the  same. 

Tiihaeus  Locrus  applies  it  to  ideas  and  to  duration: 
where  he  seems  to  mean  no  more  than  eternity  and  im- 
mutability 2.  I  read  the  word  with  single  v  iri  both  places; 
there  being  no  reason  for  making  it  double.  There  is 
a  passage  of  Timseus  ^,  cited  by  Clemens,  where  the 
copies  have  aysvwjToj.  Sylburgius  had  observed  it  should 
be  uyivr^Tos  rather.  But  I  believe  the  true  reading  is 
aysvoTo^,  to  answer  the  dialect.     I  suppose  Timaeus  must 

*  VLoWa  fiutX*  if  Ayivfirov  Uf  hm  eoeiX^^af  Iffrtv, 

OuXo9,  fAOvwytns  ri,  »u)  a,r^^/»)sf  nV  ayivfiTOf,    Apud  Clem.,  Alex.  p.  716. 
Euseb.  Prap.  Ev.  p.  43.    Theod.  torn.  iv.  p.  504,  528. 
.    *  Timaeus  Locrus,  p.  4.  Gale,  alias  p.  545.  AmsU 

■  Plato  Tim.  c.  16.  p.  239.  Fabric.    Vid.  Orig.  contr.  Cels.  p.  308. 

*  Philo,  p.  244,  298, 876. 

y  Ttf  xotit  avMXiB-^99  xa)  dyivrircr  &«  n  yu^  nv  xec)  Iteu.  OceU.  Ijucan,  p.  8. 
Gale.  al.  506. 

'Ayifn'TOi  xa)  £<pB-ei^ros  o  xeo-fitag'  eivoL^^9S  xaii  eiriXivrfir«f.     Id.'p.  16,  28. 

*  De  idea,  to  fMv  uyivecrov  rt  xeu  axivecTtVf  xa,)  fuvn  r%.  Tim,  Locr,  p.  2. 
tiyn$iT§»  Xi^^^  **  aiiva  sTtruyo^tvafitss,  p.  10. 

•.Mi«  «^;^«  travraif  Wiv  dyiivnrds  (leg.  dyifarof)  tl  yet^  iyiviroy  ix  av  nf  trs 
m^:C*f  *^^*  Ixutet  II  £s  »  »^x^  lyivtro,  Clem,  Alex,  p.  718.  Plato  in  his 
I^sdrus  ^applies  this  reasoning  to  the  soul.  Phsedr.  p.  344.  \^d.  Cicer. 
Tu9C.  i.  p.  45. 

VOL.  III.  R 
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have  meant  fotjg,  by  hU  (i.la  k^x^t  ^"^^  ^^  ^  ^^^  principks : 
ioMtyxa  was  the  other.  And  I  must  note,  that  &ycMrr»$ 
here  seems  to  be  used  in  the  sense  of  underived  abso- 
lutely. 

We  may  now  descend  to  Plato,  about  360  years  before 
Christ.  It  is  frequent  with  him  to  use  the  word  aywijTej 
to  express  eternal^  immutable  existence,  that  is,  necessary 
existence.  And  though  he  derived  his  yS;  and  ^pt^,  mind 
and  soul^  from  the  to  aya^iy,  yet  he  supposed  them  ayhn^Oy 
necessarily  existing;  as  Athanasius^  hath  observed:  and 
the  like  is  observed  of  him  by  Eusebius^^.  Dr.  Clarke 
tells  us,  in  his  Demonstration  of  the  Being,  &c.  that,  ac- 
cording to  many  of  Plato's  followers,  the  world  was 
supposed  to  be  *^  an  eternal  voluntary  emanation  from  the 
"  all-wise  and  supreme  Cause  «*."  But  I  know  not  whe- 
ther the  Doctor  will  be  able  to  prove  this  of  them,  in  his 
present  sense  of  voluntary.  Plotinus,  who  is  one  of  his 
authorities,  makes  God's  will  to  be  the  same  with  God's 
essence:  and  he  derives  the  very  being  of  God  from  his 
tuill,  that  is,  from  himself^.  You  seem  therefore  to  be 
under  a  great  mistake  when  you  tell  me,  (p.  254.)  that  the 
*  Platonists  expressly  affirmed  the  world  to  be  eternal^  and 
by  the  will  of  God,  and  not  by  necessity:  as  if  will  in  their 
sense  (because  it  is  in  yours)  must  needs  be  opposed 
to  necessity f  in  your  sense  also  of  necessity  ;  when  neither 
their  sense  of  will  nor  of  necessity  was  the  same  with 
your?^. 

b  "Of  kiyustv  Im  r»Z  dym^wftm,  ttmi  Tn»  im  rtSuS  4'»;^f  MmirtyfmeMfrti  r» 
tH  S*  Mff  »VM  tf  tCn^uray  if$m  xmi  mirm  f«<rt7y  myi»fiTm,  Mhanas,  de  DtcreU 
5.i\r.p.234. 

*  NMfrik^  Mat  'tiytvnrvf  «Tmm  ^tUxtn  ttvrkt  mw9t^  urn  irdemv  >/'•%«'' 
iiruret  i^  dirof^timf  rns  vw  ir^WTir  mlrUu  ^yrnitm  xiyttv»  OvSi  ykf  i»  rw  fth  tfTH 
•vrAr  ytynUtu  ii^ivat  fiuktrmt,     Euseh,  PrtBp,  Ev,  1. 13.  c.  15.  p.  694. 

<i  l>r.  Clarke's  Demonstration,  &c.  p.  31.  4tfa  ed. 

•  See  Cndworth,  p.  406. 

'  Basil  gives  a  very  different  account  of  these  philosophers  and  their  senti- 
ments, that  they  supposed  the  world  eternal,  and  not  by  the  wiU  of  God. 

mtxf  ytyvm^m  wmf  «wr«v  gunxf^^tuf  iXX*  «/««a)  AwHrMut^^tm  rig  hfUfutH 
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To  Plato  w€  may  subjoin  Aristotle,  who  is  known  to 
make  the  world  myivn^roq^  necessarily  existent ;  which  you 
(because  you  affect  singularity)  will  needs  call  self^xisf" 
ent.  But  as  there  is  certainly  a  different  idea  from  that  of 
self-existeni  fixed  to  the  word  aysvijToj,  when  applied  to 
the  thing  causedf  we  will,  with  your  good  leave,  give  the 
difierent  ideas  different  names.  Simplicius,  quoted  by  Dr. 
Gudworths,  observes  of  Aristotle,  that  while  he  makes 
God  the  cause  of  the  world,  he  yet  supposes  the  world  to 
be  ayhrnT^Sy  necessarily  existing.  You  say,  Dr.  Cudworth 
justly  charges  Aristotle  with  making  the  world  se^f^ 
existent.  But  Dr.  Cudworth  was  a  wiser  man,  than  to 
charge  Aristotle  with  it.  He  observes,  that  neither  Ari- 
stotle, nor  any  of  the  Pagan  theologers,  from  his  time, 
ever  supposed  the  world  or  the  inferior  Gods  to  be  self- 
existent^;  but  to  proceed  eternally  from  a  cause.  You 
allow  the  same  thing,  (p.  2^4.)  of  the  Stoicks  their  iyir/iru 
^«o),  eternal  and  necessarily  existing  Gods,  produced  from 
the  substance  of  God.  So  that  now  we  have  the  sense  of 
three  famous  sects  of  philosophers,  (Platonists,  Aristo- 
telians, and  Stoicks,)  all  distinguishing  between  self* 
existence  and  necessary  existence ;  and  all  using  the  word 
myinnTOi  to  express  the  latter  singly,  as  often  as  they  applied 
it  to  things  produced. 

From  the  whole  we  may  make  this  observation,  which 
will  be  useful  to  us  in  our  reading  the  Fathers,  that  there 
is  nothing  strange  or  uncommon  in  giving  the  title  of 
dyiwiTog  to  what  is  supposed  to  have  been  produced^  or  ii?- 
gotten.  To  the  ancient  instances  already  given  from  pro- 
fane writers,  I  shall  add  a  few  more  of  something  later 

Skxittm.  Horn.  1.  p.  10. 
So  also  St  Ambrose : 

Quamvis  caasam  ejus  Deum  esse  fateantur,  causam  tamen  volnDt  non  ex 
vohmtate,  et  dispontioiie  sua,  sed  ita  ut  causa  umbrae  corpus  est.  Jmhr,  Im 
HexaemA.  1.  c.5. 

f  T0  alrtn  r«  »if^icvtlu  B-tiv  Xiyvf,  lfAot$  dyimrtv  etMv  itrt^ttfcvvfu     Cudworlll, 
p.  253. 
Ibid^ 
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date;  one  is  from  the  Hermaick  books>  quoted  in  Cyril', 
where  the  Aoyoj  is  styled  ctyiv^ros,  and  yet  yi^erio^  viis. 
More  may  be  cited  from  Plotinus  ^,  and  other  Platonists; 
who  call  things  ayevijTa,  eternal  and  necessarily  existing, 
.though  proceeding  from  another.  All  the  while  it  is  ob- 
servable, that  ayivriTog  was  sometimes  used  in  a  higher 
sense,  when  applied  to  what  those  philosophers  called 
theirs/  Cause  J  or  supreme  God:  for  it  might  then  signify 
both  necessary  existence  and  self- existence j  that  is,  unde* 
rived  absolutely :  though  it  might  often  signify  no  more 
than  necessary  existence,  abstracting  from  the  considera- 
tion of  self-existence :  which  may  best  be  judged  of  by 
observing  what  the  word  is  opposed  to.  I  meet  not  how- 
.ever  with  the  word  ayivvriTos  to  denote  particularly  self" 
existent :  nor  does  it  seem  to  have  been  in  use  sa  high 
as  Philo's  time.  For  when  Philo  had  a  mind  to  express 
how  the  Aoyog  was  necessarily  existing j  but  not  self-eX" 
istentf  (so  I  understand  him,)  he  had  no  way  of  doing  it 
but  by  saying  that  he  was  not  aylvijToj  in  the  highest 
sense  as  God  is,  nor  yevijro^  in  the  low  sense  as  creatures 
Are,  but  between  both  K  If  he  had  had  the  two  words 
ayevtiTos  and  ayevvtjTo^,  he  might  much  more  easily  bavtf 
expressed  the  thought ;  as  many  of  the  Christian  Fathers 
did  after.  I  take  the  word  uymvjTo$  to  have  been  first 
brought  in  by  the  Christians,  to  distinguish  the  Father 
frow  the  Son^  th^t  is^  unbegotten  from  begotten.    But 

fAir   inthov  vr^urn  ^utufag,  ay'ifri'ros,  &c. "Effrt  ^l  toZ  wtvrtM'^*'  v^«yov«fi 

tea)  riXttofy  xeti  yevi/btos  yvnfftos  viae,    Apud  Cyril.  Mex,  contr.  Juh  lib.  i.  p  33. 

akXa  «f<  fTft^'  uXXou  ivr»  ati,    Plotin.  JEnn.  ii.  lib.  4.  p.  161,  162. 

4J  tUv  B^tHv  $vffixi  avSi  lyifovro'   rot  yec^  i,t)  ovr»  ovhiTtrt  yn»rr«u—     *»v^*  ^^ 

de  Mund,  c.  ii.  p.  245. 

AifTov  21  Tov  KOffficoy  et^^a^rev  rt  zee*  ayivfiTof  iJvect  4»«y»n— ■ ti  7«f  A**?  ^^"' 

ftreiif  oiiil  yiyouv, xett  on  aveiyxfi  ha  t«i»  rod  3'«»?  eiyaB^ornrti  ivrcS'T*^  *•*"* 

fAou  ati  rt  rn  Sto¥  »yec^ov  jT^a/,  xai  rof  xo^fiov  uira^x**^>  «'«'<?  ^^*V  ^'> 
arv^t  ^ufUipUrctreu  (pUsf  ffuftari  })\  sxiet.     Ibid.  C.  vii.  p.  256. 

'  OvTi  &yivnrot  •>$  B-tog  •»»,  oSrt  ytynrif  m  vfAtTfp  «XX«  /li^of  rUf  &»i'*h  ^f^r*" 
ri^otf  ofAtiftMiK     PhUo,  p.  509. 
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when,  or  by  what  degrees  it  came  into  use,  is  not  easy  to 
determine.  Hardly  so  early  as  Ignatius;  or  if  it  had,  he 
would  not  have  applied  it  to  God  the  Son  in  any  sense : 
wherefore  it  is  highly  improbable  that  otyswYjTog  should 
be  the  word  in  the  place  cited.  But  ayewirog  was  a  com- 
mon word,  and-  very  applicable ;  and  the  more  likely  to 
be  applied  by  him  to  God  the  Son,  whom  he  also  styles j 
as  the  fVbrdj  athos  ™,  of  like  signification  with  ayev^jro^, 
and  frequently  joined  with  it  in  ancient  writers  ^.  I  have 
nothing  farther  to  add,  but  that  the  Arian^interpolator 
well  understood  tbe  force  of  ayiw^ros  in  that  place  of  Ig- 
natius ;  and  therefore  craftily  enough  altered  the  passage, . 
applying  it  to  the  Father  only;  suitably  to  Arian  princi- 
ples, which  allow  not  either  aykvvy^Tog  or  aylvijTO^  to  be 
applied  to  God  the  Son. 

I  should  take  notice,  that  Theddofet  lays  it  to  the 
charge  of  Satumilus,  that  he  asserted  our  Saviour  to  be 
not  only  aygvijTo^,^but  also  aysvvijToj  %  therein  contradict- 
ing himself,  since  he  owns  him  to  have  a  Father,  But  it 
is  difficult  to  know  whether  Theodoret  drew  this  from 
Satumilus's  own  expressions.  Or  only  expressed  what  he 
took  to  be  Saturnilus's  sense  in  his  own  Words.  If  the 
former  were  certain,  we  should  have  a  proof  of  ayevvjjro^ 
being  used  about  Ignatius*  s  time,  though  among  heretics 
only:  but  that  I  leave  to  be  considered.  I  incline. to 
think,  that  even  when  the  Father  was  spoken  of,  the 
word  was  still  ayevijroj^  but  understood  sometimes  in  the 
highest  sense,  signifying  self-existence  ;  as  we  see  in  the 
Sybilline  verses  ?♦  Athanasius's  observation  may  hold 
•  true,  that  the  Sv  to  ayewjtov  did  not  signify  the  one  unlegot- 

;  ^"Of  i^Tiv  avrov  Xeiyas  atfitct,  dv»  itvri  ffsyns  <r^lX^«r.  Ignat,  ad  Mognes, 
p.  23.  N.  B.  *Atii9s  here  looks  backwards,  and  is  to  be  understood  a  parte 
ante,  as  the  Schools  speak.  Compare  what  Irenieus  says ;  Ubi  est  sige  noa 
eiit  Logos ;  «t  ubi  Logos  non  utique  est  sige.    Iren.  1.  ii.  c.  12.  p.  129. 

liteiyti.    Plutarch,  de  iT  in  Delphis  Script. 
o  Theod.  Haeret.  Fab.  194. 

P  E7j  Sitff  it  fMft  \9<rh  viri^fi^yt^s  ayivtircf.    7%€oph,  Antioch.  p.  181* 
Khray%vh$y»yivnr»StSi*»9fet»^»rmita9r»)irii,     IHd: 
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teuy  but  the  one  underived%  when  appiUed  to  the  Father; 
canying  in  it  both  necessary  existence  and  self-exisience: 
though  it  was  often  expressive  of  the  former  only,  being 
understood  in  opposition  to  precarious  existence,  and  no* 
thing  else :  and  so  the  Son  tuight  be  included  in  the  %v  r) 
iyiniTov.  I  have  made  no  account  of  any  Latin  transla* 
tions  of  the  Greek  «yiyinro$,  because  nothhig  is  nore  un« 
certain.  The  translator  of  Irenarus  is  various,  and  often 
translates  by  innaim  or  ingeniiusj  where  it  is  plain  the 
word  should  be  inf actus.  TertuUian  sometimes  translates 
the  one  word  aytvifroj,  by  two  together^  inxa/u*  et  infee- 
ius;  which  confirms  noe  that  the  word  wa&  oytMir^f,  and 
that,  for  want  of  a  proper  word  for  widerinedy  he  chose  to 
express  it  by  two.  Yet  TertuUian  has  alto  the  word  inMa" 
ius  for  unlegotten  alone;  applying  it  to  the  Father  in 
contradistinction  to  the  Son.  Bui  1  shall  weary  the 
reader.  He  that  would  see  osore  of  the  use  of  a>4n)ro$ 
may  consuh  the  authors  in  the  naurgtn'.  Th^  benefit  of 
what  bath  been  hinted  will  appear  as  I  go  oa. 

A.  D.  145.  Justin  Mabtte. 
I  am  next  to  shQw,'that  Ju«tia  Martyr  iilso  taq^  the 
necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son.  His  doctcio»  is^  diat 
the  Son  is  6  cSv^  the  IAM\  a  phrase  expiesaingy  accord- 
ing to  Justin,  and  all  other  the  best  critics,  propet  emphm- 
iiaU  existence;  the  same  which  we  new  caU  necesaary  ex-* 
isience.  As  to  the  proof  of  the  fact^  that  Justin  reaHy 
styles  God  the  Son  &  At^  and  in  his  own  pcoper  Person,  I 
have  ^ven  it  in  my  Defence^;  and  «n  now^  only  to  take 
off  yow  exceptions  to  the  evidence^  Yon  have  very  little 
of  moment  to  reply  5  which  is  the  reason,  I  suppose,  that 
you  S4[>pear  so  fretted  all  the  way  under  this  Query,  and 

<  OvK  iymtS!fM»  K  Sri  uml  m  J^mmt  U  ri  iy^tiTM  rh  «mm^  xiytftm,  ««» 

rttVf  mJ  /uSAJUv  airif  irmvn^  pU  hm  wm  #4fMut,  &••  Jtkmm,  yoIw  l  p.  761. 
Bened. 

V  Saioeri  Tliesaiir.  PetftWus  de  Trin.  lib.  t.  c  1,  9.  CttdmirtlH  p.  253, 
854.    AlontfuiaNi,  Admoo*  in  AAsBMb  ds  Peer.  S.  N.  ^  207. 

*VoLLp,  27, 108,163. 
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betray  a  very  indecent  wannth  in  your  expretskms.  You 
have  only  your  old  pretence,  (which  is  worth  nothii^,) 
that,  according  to  Justin,  Christ  was  Messenger j  or  Mtm- 
ster  to  the  Father :  and  so  he  was  acconfing  to  me  too, 
in  my  Defence,  and  now;  and  yet  he  is  6  dSy  together 
with  the  Father;  and  he  will  be,  maugre  all  the  en* 
deavours  of  passumate  men  to  the  contrary. 

I  insisted  iarther  in  my  Defence  S  that  the  very  reason 
given  why  the  Father  is  God,  0«i^  (not  ^  Otjf,)  is  because 
he  is  ayinffsy  necessarily  existing. 

Now  ^nce  Justin  every  where  expressly  styies  the  Son 
&eos,  and  says  that  he  is  Oti^,  God,  be  mutt  of  coobo- 
quence  believe  the  Son  to  be  necessarily  existing.  Here 
you  are  in  a  passion;  telling  me,  (p.  296.)  that  it  '<  is  ex- 
ff  actly  as  ridiculous  as  if  a  man  should  argue  that  since, 
''  according  to  St.  Paul,  God's  being  the  Father,  of  whom 
*^  are  all  things,  is  declared  to  be  the  reason  of  his  being 
'*  the  (me  God;  therefore  if  the  Son  be  not  the  Father, 
*^  he  is  not  God  at  all/'  But  have  a  little  patience^  and 
you  will  see  the  clearer*  Had  St.  Paul  said,  that  the 
reason  of  the  Father's  being  Chd,  is  because  he  is  the 
Father  of  whom,  &c.  it  would  be  manifest,  that,  according 
to  St.  Pau^  no  one  could  be  God  that  was  not  also  the 
Father  of  whom,  &c.  But  as  St.  Paul  has  said  no  sudi 
thii^,  the  case  is  not  parallel.  Nor  is  the  Father's  be- 
ing the  Father  of  whom,  &c.  the  reason  or  foundation  of 
his  being  the  one  God,  but  only  a  reason  why  he  princi>« 
pally  is  styled  the  one  God :  sa  that  you  have  yet  said 
nothing  to  take  off  the  force  of  my  argument  relating  to 
Justin.  You  are  extremely  angry  at  my  construing  07^- 
ro$  in  Justin,  eternal,  uncreqted,  immutable,  not  unbegoi^ 
ten,  or  self-existent  i  and  you  say,  (p.  2^2.)  "  that  I  have 
*^  not  the  least  ground  for  it,  from  any  ancient  writer 
'*  whatsoever."  Who  would  not  imagine  you  were  per- 
fectly acquamted  with  every  ancient  writer,  to  talk  of 

*VoLLp.  109,  no. 
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them  so  familiarly  ?  I  have  shown  you  from  many  ancieni 
writers^  that  oyevijTo^  has  been  commonly  applied  ta 
things  begotten  or  proceeding  ;  where  it  could  not  signify 
unbegotten.  I  would  farther  hint  to  you,  which  perhaps 
may  surprise  you,  that  you  cannot  prove  that  ever  Justin 
Martyr  used  the  word  aygvyifro$  with  double  v,  or  that  Tie 
knew  of  any  such  word.  That  he  uses  ayiviiTog  is  certain; 
sometimes  meaning  by  it  underived  ahsohitely^i  some- 
times necessarily  existing  ^.  One  thmg  I  will  presume  to 
know,  and  to  be  certain  of,  that  in  the  place  by  me  eited, 
he  used  it  in  the  sense  of  necessarily  existing,  and  no 
other;  because  it  is  opposed  to  precarious,  perishable  hew- 
ing ;  as  I  showed  in  my  Defence :  and  this  was  the  sense 
that  the  old  philosophers  most  commonly  used  it  in, 
whether  speaking  of  the  supreme  Cause,  or  their  incor^ 
ruptible  Deities,  as  opposed  to  the  corruptible  creation. 

You  think  aysv^ro),  (for  so  I  read  it,)  in  his  second  Apo- 
logy ^^  must  signify  unbegotten.  Far  from  it :  it  signifies 
no  more  than  eternal,  or  however  necessarily  existing,  iri 
my  sense  of  the  word.  His  argument  requires  no  more 
than  this,  that  God  should  have  none  older  than  himself 
to  have  given  a  name  to  him ;  and  because  he  had  not,  he 
had  no  name:  wherefore  also  the  Son  (as  Justin  observes) 
being  coeodstent  with  him  («ruvwv)  from  the  first,  and  after- 
w^ards  begotten,  had  720  name,  having  none  older  than 
himself.  Thus  the  connection  of  Justin*s  sense  is  plain 
and  clear;  and  his  observation  just  and  natural.  O,  but 
you  say,  ^^  Justin,  in  this  very  sentence,  styles  the  Son 
^*  yevyc6fLevo$,  in  express  opposition  to  ayevvijTo^."  But  that 
I  deny ;  yevvcofji^vos  is  opposed  only  to  uvvwv,  his  temporal 
generation  to  his  eternal  cqpxistence  with  the  Father: 


«  Pag.  387,  408,  410.  ed.  Thirlby. 

I  do  not  meet  with  more  places  where  the  word  must  necessarily  signify 
more.  In  the  rest,  I  conceiye,  it  must,  or  m^  signify  no  more  than  neces- 
sary existence, 

«  Pag.  20,  37,  72,  78,  114,  128,  148,  149,  150. 

y  Just.  ApoL  ii.  p.  13.   Grab.  p.  114.  Thirlb. 
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for  so  I  interpret  that  passage  with  the  learned  Dr.  Grabe; 
so  entirely  void  of  all  foundation  is  every  one  of  your  ex- 
ceptions. 

To  those  already  given  I  shall  add  one  proof  more  of 
Justin's  professing  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son. 
It  is  from  a  fragment  only  « ;  but  there  appears  no  reason 
to  suspect  its  'being  genuine.  What  I  build  my  argu- 
ment upon,  is  Justin's  styling  the  Aoyo^,  life  by  na* 
tare;  by  which  I  understand  necessarily  existing  life,  no 
phrase  being  more  commonly  used  to  signify  necessary 
existence  than  fuirstj  or  xarot  fwrnf,  by  the  ancients.  This 
very  phrase  of  life  by  nature,  is  so  used  by  Cyril  of  Alex- 
andria, and  others  K  But  what  most  of  all  confirms  this 
sense,  i^  Justin  himself,  or  a  venerable  person  whom 
he  produces  in  his  Dialogue  with  approbation,  arguing 
l^ainst  Ae  necessary  existence  of  the  soul,  upon  this  topic, 
that  she  has  not  life  in  herself^,  but  her  life  is  precarious, 
depending  on  the  will  of  another.  Now,  in  this  Jrag- 
menif  Justin  asserts,  that  the  A^o^  is  life  by  nature,  and 
enlivening  whatever  is  joined  thereto :  the  very  descrip- 
tion which  the  Platonists^^  give  of  the  to  deiov,  the  divine 
Being,  which  emphatically  exists.  I  might  add  farther 
proofs,  from  Justin,  of  the  Son's  necessary  existence;  the 
same  that  Bishop  Bull  has  produced  out  of  him  for  the 
ccnsubstantiality ;  for  whatever  proves  one,  proves  both. 
But  these  are  sufEcient,  and  I  may  have  occasion  to  hint 
more  of  this  matter,  when  I  come  to  answer  the  objection 
made  from  the  temporal  generation. 


';5'H  lutri  ^uffn  ^am^  ir^»etirX»*9i  r^  rtiv  ^^»peit  h^eifiUf,     JusHn,  Frag^n. 
p.  406.  Jeb.  Grabe  ^icil.  toI.  it.  p.  172. 

•  K»ra  ^wtv  Uri  ^^^  ««i  T^uTotlt  •  vfavvig  Urifcitfa  fw,  Cyril,  Alex,  contr, 
Jul  fib.  yii.  p.  250. 

Zm  JMTM  ^vftf  i  &tif,  if  Qiis  U  OiM/,  xai  ^tufi  U  imt.  Cyrii,  in  1  Jjoh, 
p.  51. 

*Ot  ^iy9i  Any  xeti  X**^9  '^  f  <^^»  *^  atX^Buet,  tuti  Qiht  »»*  ^9^i»,  »»t  ^tivrx. 
twa  Mtrm  fvrtv  Wri,  Greg,  Nyst,  contr,  JSun.  Or,  L  p..  L 

*  Ov  y»^  V  cvriff  l&rt  vi  f fy,  its  rtf  B^Sf,    Just,  Dial,  p.  23.  Jeb. 

«  Oi  ytcf  iff  furi^w  rtZ  {Jr,  AXX*  its  wet^i»TtfU9  rnr  ^u»(  ?*>«#,  ro  ^tiov  «IS«»k- 
rw  l#r<.    Proel,  Platon.  Theoh  p.  65. 
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A.  D.  177.  Athbhaooaas. 

Atbenagoras,  our  next  in  order^  will  be  a  powerful  ad« 
vocate  for  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son.  He 
declares  hira  to  be  oi  ytvofiwos  ^>  ^0/  made ;  the  very  same 
phrase  whereby  he  expresses  the  necessary  existence  of 
God  the  Father  c;  and  which  comes  to  the  same  as  idv^ 
fucet  oofy  &e)  cov,  all  words^  or  phrases^  expressing  in  Athe* 
nagoras  necessary  existence. 

It  is  ridiculous  of  you  to  plead,  in  opposition  to  me, 
(p.  396.)  that  Athenagoras  calls  the  Son  ywm^ftM  in  the  v^ 
same  sentence.  It  is  the  thing  that  we  contend  fbr>  tbai 
he  may  be  yimuMy  and  yet  necessarily  existing;  nay,  that 
be  is  so,  because  he  is  yivn^a  ^,  property  so  caUed;  eveiy 
San  being  of  the  same  nature  with  his  Father.  And  why 
might  not  Athenagoras  think  the  Son  necessarily  eseisting, 
and  begotten  ako }  No  phUosopker  mot  Catholic  Chns^ 
ever  imagined  it  at  all  iaconsbtenft,  for  tiie  same  tfafaig  to 
be  both  yi¥¥(ifM9w  and  ayinfrov,  as  may  appear,  in  3.  good 
measure,  from  the  testimonies  I  have  given  above. 

I  have  something  farther  to  plead  from  Athenagoras^ 
He  intimates,  that  God  could  never  be  without  the  At' 
yo$  i^,  any  more  than  without  reastm  or  vtfisdomi  vhidi  u 
declaring  his  existence  as  necessary  as  ^  Fathgf^s  emt^ 
ence  is.  See  this  argument  of  the  mdenis  explamed  and 
vindicated  in  my  Sermons^:  besidea  that  Bishop  BvA 
lias  so  fully  defended  Athenagoras  in  pardeular,  from  the 
senseless  charge  of  bis  suf^sing  the  Son  to  berK>  mote 
than  an  attribute  before  bis  generation^  that  an  ingerasoHS 
man  should  be  ashamed  to  revive  it,  tiU  he  can  make 
some  tolerable  answer  to  what  the  Bishop  has  said.  But 
I  have  mentioned  this  matter  once  before. 

<*  Ov;^  if  ytvifAtfov.    Mhenag,  p.  38. 

■  Ahrh  fA\v  ah  ytvifUftv,  in  r»  if  »u  yiMveu,  iXki^  «*«  ftvi  «>.  P.  21. 

J}  ri  Sf  at),  yuwU  n  »u*  l^vr  ^  ri  ri  yt$ifAivtf  ^iv,  S?  }li  •uhivan,  P.  67» 

Oi  f M*u  dVrAWy  iiXXi  yivftiim*,  P.  $8* 

'  Vid.  Dioii)^.  Rom.  af.  Alban.  p.  232. 

ytMhti*.    ^<A€n.p.  38^. 
«  VoL  U.  p.  X46,  &c. 
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You  object^  that  Atbenagoras  speaks  emphatically  ol 
the  unorigiTiate  underived  eternity  of  the  Father^  as  the 
one  unbegotten  and  eternal  Qod^  and  again,  that  the  unbe^ 
gotten  God  is  alone  eternal.  Had  this  been  really  said 
by  him,  yet  nobody  that  knows  Athenagoras  could  ever 
suspect  that  he  had  intended  any  opposition  to  the  eternity 
of  God  tte  Son,  included  in  him ;  and  therefore  it  were 
of  no  great  moment  to  dispute  this  point  with  you.  But 
in  regard  to  truthy  I  think  myself  obliged  to  observe,  that 
no  proof  can  be  given  of  Athenagoras's  ever  using  the 
word  ayivnfTo^f  but  ayiwjrof .  It  is  under  the  conception  of 
necessary  existencty  not  as  unbegotteuy  that  he  proposes 
the  Father  as  the  true  God,  in  opposition  to  all  the  perish^ 
ing  aad  feeble  deities  of  the  Pagans :  and  while  he  does 
tUs,  he  still  bears  in  mind  that  this  Father  has  a  Son  of 
die  same  nature  with  himself;  and  forgets  not  to  mention 
lum  in  his  proper  place :  particularly  in  those  very  pages 
(57^  12%.)  from  whence  you  quote  the  two  passages  of 
the  unbegotien  FaAer,  (as  you  call  him,)  he  takes  care  to 
brkig  in  the  mention  c^  the  Son,  as  included  in  him,  and 
me  God.  with  hiim.  It  is  very  strange,  that  an  ancient 
writer  cannot  be  allowed  to  speak  of  the  Father^  in  the 
irat  place,  as  the  one  God,  (whkh  all  the  churches  in 
CSuistendom  have  ever  done,  and  still  do  in  their  creeds,) 
bat  presently  he  must  be  charged  with  excluding  God  the 
Son :  as  if  reserving  him  awlule  in  mind,  and  forbearing 
to  make  mention  of  4iim  till  it  be  a  proper  time  and  place, 
were  the  same  thing  with  excluding  him  from  the  one  true 
Godhead.  Upon  a  view  of  the  places  ^  where  Atbenago- 
ras uses  the  word  ayevijrof,  it  is  plain  to  me,  from  what  I 
find  it  opposed  to,  that  he  means  no  more  than  ou  ysvof/.i' 
imsy  or  ^w<r«  cSv,  necessary  existence  by  it,  in  opposition  to 
the  Pagan  perishing  deities. 

A.  D.  187.   lUBHSMVS. 

Iremeus  will  be  found  to  teach  the  necessary  existence 
of  6od  the  Son  many  ways,  with  great  variety  of  ex- 

«Athciiag.  p.  19,  27,  a7,63, 67,  122. 
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pression;  sometimes  declaring  him  to  be  ipse  Deus\  God 
himself;  sometimes  the  self^  of  the  Father,  Creator^ 
often;  which,  with  Irenasus,  is  always  a  certain  argument 
of  immutable  existence",  and  a  mark  of  distinction  be- 
tween  what  is  necessarily  existing,  and  what  not:  inti- 
mating also,  that  whatsoever  is  a  creature  could  never 
create  <>.  I  have  shown  also,  above,  that  Irenaeus  asserts 
the  Son  not  to  be  another  God,  but  the  same  God  with 
the  Father ;  from  whence  it  must  follow,  that  he  is  also 
necessarily  existing  as  well  as  the  Father.  He  farther 
supposes  him  God,  in  respect  of  his  substance?,  and  co- 
existing <1  always  with  the  Father,  By  these  and  other 
the  like  characters,  too  long  and  too  many  to  be  here 
cited  at  length,  does  this  very  early  and  judicious  Father 
proclaim  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son.  I  shall 
over  and  above  produce  two  passages;  one  where  Irenaeus 
styles  the  Son  infectus,  and  another  where  the  Father 
and  his  Word  are  so  described,  as  plainly  to  shew  that 
they  are  one  necessary  existing  Being.  The  first  runs 
thus';  *'  Thou  art  not,  O  man,  necessarily  existing,  nei- 
*^  ther  didst  thou  always  coexist  with  God  as  his  own 
'^  Word'*  I  make  no  doubt  of  infectus  being  the  ren- 
dering of  iyevriTog,  a  word  often  used  by  Irenaeus;  but 
whether  he  ever  has  ayevwjTO^,  unbegotten,  I  am  not  posi- 
tive :  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  he  has*.  Now  as  to 
the  sense  of  the  place,  it  is  certainly  the  most  natural  to 
refer  each  branch  of  the  sentence  to  the  same  Word  of 


k  Iren.  p.  132.  » Ibid.  p.  139,  163,  253. 

™  Ibid.  p.  44,  79,  190,  219,  307,  315. 

»  Ibid.  p.  169,  183,  240.  •  Ibid.  p.  288. 

p  Generationem  ejus  quae  est  ex  ^Virgiue,  et  substantiam  quoniam  Deus# 
/r«i.  p.  217. 

1 1bid.  p.  153,  163,  209,  243. 

'  Non  enim  infectus  es,  O  homo,  neque  semper  co^xistebas  Deo,  sicut 
proprium  ejus  Verbum.     Iren.  p.  153. 

'  The  reader  may  turn  to  the  pages  here  marked,  if  he  fs  disposed  to  exa- 
mine.   N.  B.  I  make  no  account  of  the  present  readings. 

Iren.  p.  2^  5,  11,  63,  54,  56,  67,  100,  101, 103,  153,  183,  284,  285,  348. 
Bened.ed» 
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Grod.    That  is  to  say,  Neither  art  thou  unmade^  as  the 
JVbrd  is,  nor  didst  thou  always  coexist  with  Gody  as  he, 
the  same  Word,  has.   But  because  it  is  barely  possible  for 
the  words  to  admit  of  another  construction,  I  shall  not 
contend  about  it.     One  thing  however  is  certain,  that 
the  eternal  coexistence  of  God  the  Word  is  here  plainly 
taught ;  which,  among  all  sober  reasoners,  will  imply  his. 
necessary  existence,  as  well  as  eternity. 
The  other  place  of  Irenaeus  runs  thus. 
'*  But  in  him  who  is  God  over  all,  for  as  much  as  he  is 
"  all  Mind  and  all  Word,  (as  we  have  said,)  and  having 
^*  nothing  sooner  or  later,  or  any  thing  of  diversity  in 
**  himself,  but  all  equal  and  like,  and  ever  continuing  one; 
*^  there  can  be  no  such  order  of  emission,'^  {as  the  Gnostics 
pretend  K) 
To  this  may  be  added  another  such  passage. 
^*  For  the  Father  of  all  is  not  a  kind  of  compound  sub- 
^^  stance  (animal)  of  any  thing  besides  mind,  as  we  have 
^^  shown.    But  the  Father  is  Mind,  and  Mind  the  Father. 
**  Wherefore  it  is  necessary  that  the  Word,  which  is  of 
"  him,  or  rather  the  Mind  itself,  since  it  is  Word,  should 
««  be  perfect  and  impassible,  and  the  emissions  therefrom 
*^  being  of  the  same  substance  with  him,  should  be  perfect 
"  and  impassible,  and  always  continue  like  to  him  that 
"  emitted  them  "." 

*  In  eo  autetn  qiii  sit  super  omnes  Deus,  totiis  Nus  et  totits  Log'os  cum  sit, 
quemadmodum  praediximus,  et  nee  aliud  antiquius,  nee  posterius^  aut  aliud 
alterins  habente  in  se,  sed  toto  sequali  et  simili  et  uno  perseyerante,  jam  non 
talis  hojus  ordinationis  seqnitur  emissio.    Iren.  p.  131,  132. 

u  Non  enim  ut  compo^tum  animal  quiddam  est  omnium  Pater  prseter 
Nun,  quemadmodum  prs-ostendimus :  sed  Nus  Pater,  et  Pater  Nus.  Necesse 
est  itaque  et  eum  qui  ex  eo  est  Logos,  imo  magis  autem  ipsum  Nun,  cum  sit 
Logos,  per/ectum  et  impassibilem  esse,  et  eas  quae  ex  eo  sunt  emissiones, 
efusdem  stibstar^tug  cum  unt,  cujus  et  ipse,  perfectas  et  impassibiles  et  sem- 
per «miles  cum  eo  perseverare  qui  eas  emisit    Ibid,  p.  139. 

Compare 

Qui  generationem  prolalivi  hominum  Verbi  transferunt  in  Dei  tBtemum 
Verhumy  et  prolationis  initium  dantes  et  genesim,  quemadmodum  et  suo 
Verbo.  Et  in  quo  distaLit  Dei  Verbum,  imo  magis  ^8e  Deus,  cum  sit  Fer- 
bum,  a  Vei^  hominum,  si  eandem  habuerit  ordinationem  et  emissionem  ge- 
nerationis  ?  Jbid,  p.  132. 
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These  two  passages  will  not  be  perfectly  understood 
by  any  that  are  not  in  some  measure  acquainted  with  the 
Gnostick  principles.  Among  other  conceits  of  theirs, 
this  was  one,  that  the  fFord  was  remote  from  the  Father 
in  nature  and  perfections,  and  liable  to  ignorance  and 
passion :  which  ab«iurd  tenet  Irenceus  here  confutes,  by 
teaching  that  the  Mind  is  fVord^  and  the  IVord  Mijidy  both 
of  the  same  substance  and  perfections.  It  is  plain,  that  by 
IVordy  in  those  passages,  is  not  mecmt  any  attribute  of  the 
Father,  but  the  Person  of  the  Son,  by  what  follows  in 
p.  13a.  where  he  speaks  of  the  eternal  Word  under  that 
notion,  and  still  continues  the  same  thought  of  God  him- 
self being  Wbrdj  or  Logos,  as  before.  The  f9^d  there- 
fore is  perfect,  is  impassible,  is  necessarily  existing,  as  the 
Father  is,  according  to  Irenseus  ^. 

A,  D.  19a.  Clemens  Alexandrinus. 

Clemens  is  another  unexceptionable  evidence  for  the 
same  doctrine.  He  styles  the  Son  Srroos  &io$y,  really 
God:  a  phrase  which  he  often  applies  with  particular 
emphasis  to  God  .the  Father*,  as  being  the  one  true  God, 
in  opposition  to  pretended  deities.  I  omit  here,  what  I 
have  before  abundantly  shown,  that  the  Father  and  Son 
together  are  the  one  God,  according  to  Clemens :  I  puss 
over  also  Clemens's  doctrine  of  Christ  being  Creator,  AU 
mighty,  adorable,  &c.  from  whence,  by  certain  conse- 
quence, it  may  be  proved,  that  his  substance  is  truly  di- 
vine and  necessarily  existing*  I  shall  here  insist  only  on 
such  passages,  as  more  expressly  and  directly  signify  hiy 
necessary  existence;  among  which  this  is  one. 

"  But  this  must  of  necessity  be  took  notice  of,  that  we 
*^  ought  not  to  think  any  thing  wise  by  nature,  but  the 
"  TO  OsMv,  the  divine  Beings  wherefore  also  it  is  IVisdom, 
"  God's  Power,  that  teaches  truth :  and  from  thence  the 
<^  perfection  of  knowledge  is  received*."   Here  Wisdom  is 

X  Vid.  Massuet  Dissert.  Prar.  p.  128. 

y  Clemeiw  Alex.  p.  86.  »  Ibid.  p.  45,  55,  60,  61,  81,  93,  J50. 

•  *£m7m  H  l|  aneiynnt  WM^m^fMHit<ri«v,  ii  ftsm  rl  Si7«»  r«fi»  t^^mt  fV0U  9tt»' 
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jdainly  iiKlixded  in  the  ri  Qsiov,  the  dwine  Bemgy  said  to 
be  wise  by  nature,  that  is,  necessarily  wise.  All  that 
know  Clemens's  style  will  allow^  that  by  Wisdom^  is 
meant  the  Son  of  God,  the  teacher  of  truth,  as  Clemens 
himself  explains  it  in  the  following  page^;  and  a  few 
pages  after,  he  gives  him  the  titles  of  o-o^/a,  IVisdom,  and 
i&mfus  0fou,  Power  of  God^,  as  here.  Wherefore  God 
the  Son  is  ^6<r&  <ro^o^,  and  also  to  ©tiov,  which  fully  ex- 
press necessary  existence*  Another  passage  of  Clemens^ 
proving  the  same  thin^,  is  as  follows.  *^  We  are  not  as 
*^  the  Lord,  and  if  we  would,  we  cannot :  for  no  disciple 
^'  is  above  his  Lord.  It  is  enough,  if  we  be  made  such  as 
^  the  Master;  not  in  essence,  for  it  is  impossible  for  that 
*'  which  is  by  adoption  (or  appointment)  to  be  equal  in 
"essence  (or  existence)  to  what  is  by  nature:  only  we 
^<  may  be  made  eternal,  and  may  be  admitted  to  the  con- 
"  templation  of  things  that  are,  and  may  have  the  title 
"  of  sons,  and  may  see  the  Father  in  what  belongs  to 
^<himd/' 

In  these  words  it  is  clearly  intimated,  that  our  Lord  is 
xetT  ov^lav,  essentially,  and  fva'8^,  by  nature,  eternal,  and 
knowing,  and  Son  of  God:  which  are  the  known  ways  by 
which  the  ancients  express  necessary  existence,  ^wrtt  as 
opposed  to  dlo-tt  is  a  familiar  and  very  common  expression 
for  what  is  naturally  and  necessarily,  in  opposition  to  vo- 
luntary  appointment  or  designation  ^. 

rS«M  x^  ^*  *'^  **  ^*P**^  ^wMfut  Situ,  n  }t}^tt^»  rnt  mkn^nmr  mmwrmZ^d  xrw  i7- 
kntrrm  k  rtXtmng  r^t  yvti^itt,     Qem.  p.  452. 

^   At*  w  jKC^agSraw  rk  mmt  JiXnB^tmv  xmXJt  »mi  ^xmm.  Ibid.  p.  453. 

«  'O  K»(i»t  aXtiBim,  umi  r«f /«,  jmm  ivvm/Kts  Btou,     Ibid,  p.  457. 

<>  Ov«  U-fth  h  »ft  i  Ku^iff  liruifi  •fisvX.ifaB*  ^y,  «v  hnmfu^  U»  tliiuf  yM(  fi»' -, 

M^tfiwrtfy  yrn^  ltr§t  C*m  -m^  rnv  u^'a^,  ri  ^Uu  rif  ^i^w  ri  }l  m\%»vs  yf>«»/y«u» 
MMt  int*  riit  Urtt9  ^%»ffia*  iyMrxtMe/,  xmi  M*«vf  ^^•^ytftuitr^tu,  »mi  v$9  trmnri^  A^« 
•r«y  0i»ti»»v  MoB^t^fp  /lovev.     Ibid,  p.  469. 

•  X«^<,  ««}  «&  p60u  rns  yit^fUf' ifit§tfU9»vf,  Greg,  Nyss,  eontn  Eun, 
lib.  i.  p.  17, 126. 

yin  ««4  -marifm  vfiHt,  tm^  if  xm,rm  BUtt,  CyrU*  HierosoL  p.  116.  ed.  Benedict 
Vid.  et  p.  46,  114,  117,  138,  149, 151,  152,  153,  158. 

Afban. 
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Clemens  has  another  celebrated  passage,  worth  the  rc^ 
citing. 

"  The  Son  of  God  never  comes  down  from  his  watch- 
**  tower,  is  never  divided,  never  parted  asunder,  and  never 
•^  passes  from  place  to  place;  but  is  always  every  where, 
"  and  yet  contained  no  where:  all  mind,  all  light,  all  the 
"  Father^s  eye,  sees  all  things,  hears  all  things,  and  knows 
"all  things  V 

Here  we  find  the  principal  essential  attributes  of  God 
{immutabilityy  immensity^  omnipresence^  and  omniscience) 
ascribed  to  God  the  Son.  And  what  can  all  this  mean 
less  than  necessary  existence?  Compare  with  it  what  I 
had  just  before  cited  from  Irenaeus;  vvho  in  like  manner 
describes  God  as  being  all  mind,  all  word,  &c.  And  it  is 
observable,  that  this  was  a  way  of  speaking  never  applied 
to  any  but  the  eternal  and  necessary  existing  God.  It  is  so 
applied  by  Clemens  himself  in  another  place  s.  The  man- 
ner of  speaking  was  indeed  first  borrowed  from  the  philo- 
sophers *',  who  applied  it  to  none  but  the  divine  nature  as 
such :  and  they  are  herein  followed  by  many »  of  the  Fa- 
thers, before  or  after  Clemens. 

I  shall  just  point  out  one  place  more  of  Clemens,  taken 
notice  of  by  M.  Lequien,  the  learned  editor  of  Damascen^. 
The  words  are,  "  Let  us  hasten  to  salvation,  to  (baptis- 


Athan.  Drat.  2.  p.  442,  527.  Eustath.  apud  Theod.  Dial.  1.  The  Arian 
doctrine  was,  Ov  ^m/  vtis  rsg  Irro  t»u  &tcu,  Jlexand.  Epist.  apud  Tkeod. 
E,  H,  lib.  i.  c.  4. 

^  Otf  yit^  V^iwrttral  vrsn  rris  »lfrw  m^miriif  i  vies  t»v  ©mS'  w  /At^iiifUutyVin 
a^ortft¥6fittv0ff  oh  fAirmp>aivM9  Ik  vmu  its  rivtsf,  w«m^  it  m  w«w«ri,  km  /»•- 
ictfin  Ttftix»fMfcSy  «X«f  ¥tivs,  akos  ^«f y  irarfiiJ^  Skcs  ip^aXfiist  «rarra  §^f,  ^^ 
rm  atKtUMv,  tt^s  «-«»«-«,  &c.     Clem,  p.  831. 

*    8  "OXas  KK»fi  Koi  ok»s  e^^Mkftist  ^^  ^h  vvrts  ;|^^r«TiM  r*ts  iwfitm^i,  i  0«**« 
Ibid.  p.  853. 

^  Xenophanes,  some  hundred  years  before  Christ,  seems  to  hare  been  the 
first  .that  used  it.     Fid.  Diog.  Laert,  p.  559. 

Plinii  Nat  Hist  lib.  ii.  c.  7.  Sext  Empiric,  contra  Phys.  i.  sect.  144. 

*  Irenaeus,  p.  130,  131,  151,  240.  Novatian  c.  6.  Lactantius  de  Opif.  c.  2. 
Cyrill.  HieroB.  p.  91.  ed.  Bened.  Zeno  Veion.  in  Psal.  p.  139.  Hieronym.  in 
PsaL93.p.371. 

k  Damasc.  Op.  tol.  L  p.  132. 
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**  mal)  regeneration,  to  be  united  together  many  of  us,  in 
*^  one  love  after  (the  e^^ample  of)  the  unity  of  the  one 
'^  singular  essence '/' 

The  words  are  supposed  to  be  an  allusion  to  John  xvii. 
a  I,  22,  23.  where  Christian  unity  is  described  by  our 
Lord,  as  resembling,  in  some  measure,  the  union  of  fa- 
ther and  son.  This  construction  of  that  place  in  Cle- 
mens is  extremely  plausible:  but  that  the  words  are 
strictly  capable  of  no  other,  I  will  not  pretend;  let  the 
reader  make  his  judgment  of  it.  Having  traced  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Son's  necessary  existence  down  to  Clemens,  I 
need  not  go  lower,  where  the  case  is  still  plainer.  As  to 
TertuUian,  you  allow,  that  he  supposes  the  Son  to  be  a 
self 'existent  part  of  God's  substance:  which  is  throwing 
his  sense  into  invidious  terms  to  disparage  it  5  but  is,  in 
the  main,  confessing  the  thing,  that  the  Son  is  by  him 
supposed  necessarily  existing^  and  but  one  Person  of  the 
Trinity;  which  TertuUian  might  not  perhaps  express  in 
the  best  manner,  though  his  meaning  is  right  and  good. 
I  might  produce  vouchers  for  the  same  doctrine,  as  many 
Fathers™  as  have  pleaded  that  God  the  Father  could 
never  have  been  without  the  Word,  any  more  than  with- 
out thought,  potOer,  truth,  life,  or  the  like :  and  those  I 
have  reckoned  up  in  another  place »,  whither  I  refer  the 
reader. 

I  shall  content  myself  with  particularly  mentioning  one 
more  only,  and  that  is 

A.  D.  249.  Origen. 
I  shall  begin  with  the  famous  passage  in  his  treatise 
against  Celsus,  where  he  expressly  styles  the  Son  aylvij. 

'  tTivfufjuv  us  ^MTtifiav,  !«•}  riiv  iraXfyytnwietff  tig  ftletv  ityi^nf  trtnax^^*'"  •• 
•moXXt),  xar»  Ttif  rns  fiuvet^txiis  •vffl»s  ht^n,  Clem*  Alex,  p.  72.  Compare 
p.  146. 

■  Hippolytus  contr.  NoSt.  c.  10.  Dionys.  Roman,  apud  Athanas.  232.  Dio- 
nys.  Alex,  apud  Athan.  230,  253,  257.  Alexand.  apud  Theod.  lib.  i.  c  4. 
Add  to  these  Methodius  (ap.  Phot.  p.  960.)  and  Theognostus,  (ap.  Athan. 
p.  230.)  declaring  the  Son  to  be  eternal  and  uncreated,  that  is,  necessarihf 
txistmg, 

n  VoL  iL  p.  146,  147. 
VOL.  III.  S 
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ros,  uiu»ade,  thftt  is^  as  I  understand^  necessarily  existing. 
The  whole  sentence  runs  thus  ©. 

"  Our  Saviour  and  Lord,  the  Word  of  God,  setting  forth 
"  how  great  a  thii^  it  is  to  know  the  Father,  that  he  is 
^^  icomprehended  and  known  principally,  and,  according  to 
^*  his  dignity f  by  himself  {ilw  Son)  alone,  and  in  the  se- 
^^  cond  place  by  those  who  have  their  minds  enlightened 
*^  by  the  very  IFord  of  God,  says,  ^  No  one  knoweA  the 
^*  Son,  but  the  Father,  neither  the  Father  but  the  Son,  and 
'^  he  to  whomsoever  the  Son  shall  reveal  him/  For  no 
^^  one  can  be  able  worthily  to  know  him  that  was  un- 
^^  made,  and  be^tten  before  all  created  nature,  as  the 
<^  Father  who  begat  him :  neither  can  any  oae  (know) 
<<  the  Father,  as  (he  is  known  by)  his  living  Jfhrdy  his 
^  fVisdonty  and  Truth.**  I  need  say  nothii^  here  in  de- 
fence of  my  way  of  rendering  miaiis  ytv^riii  fu^Bm^  ispmi- 
roKOf,  having  sufficiently  vindicated  it  in  another  place  P. 
The  stress  of  my  ai^^ment  for  the  Son^s  necessary  exist- 
ence lies  in  the  word  ^^rw^,  which  you  am  very  sen- 
sible of,  and  therefore  ei^eavour  all  possible  ways,  though 
in  viun,  to  dude  it. 

You  say,  (p.  095.)  that  ♦*  the  place  is  evidently  cor- 
^^  rupt/'  I  suppose,  because  it  is  evidently  against  you. 
But  where  are  your  manuscripts)  Or  by  what  authority 
do  you  pretend  to  pronounce  any  place  corrupt,  witboat 
the  least  shadow  of  a  reason  ?  You  plead  the  term  wgtoro- 
Toxos.  But  that,  if  rightly  understood,  confirms  the  read- 
ing rather  than  otherwise:  for  if  the  Son  was  begotten 
before  ail  created  nature,  he  must  be  uncreated^^    And  I 

*  Oc^rt  yat^  rot  xyimraVf  ««)  ^m.vns  y**nvnt  fwmg  vr^mriroxw^  »«r  «^/«»  U" 

»mi  r«^/a  «vr«t7,  xm  aXn^m,     Origen,  amir,  CeU,  lib.  vL  p.  287. 

»  Vol.  ii.  p.  35.  See  also  Le  Moyne,  Not.  et  Obsenr.  p.  447.  YfiSJCs 
Defence,  p.  37. 

<i  BionTsius,  of  tlie  same  age,  tlius  reasons  yery  remarkably  upon  the 
phrase  fr^«T«r«»«f ,  &c. 

n«/n/u«  i  tr^rirtMs  wd^s  »vt0uisy  t  \»  ytrrfh  wf*  \«$w<p«^w  ytfni^tUt  •  *'*'*** 
it  ^•^ittf  it(i  }l  waiw§n  ^wvSn  yttvf  fitt ;  jmk)  4r«A.X«;^«t'  ^i  rS*  ^ittp  X»yien  ytytv* 
nir^Mi,  JiXk'  •i  yiyninu  rit  mw  Xtyifawt  tS^  rts  iv.  JHonys,  Rom.  apud 
jiihcmas,  p.  232. 
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doubt  not  but  Origen  chose  wiaiiis  yn^s  fuo-fiof,  instead 
ofwmnis  iprh-icof,  on  purpose  to  make  it  answer  the  better 
to  iylwjTo;  going  before,  and  to  preserve  the  elegance  of 
the  sentence.  You  urge  yim^or^^  aifrw,  a^  if  the  s^me 
thing  could  not  be  said  to  be  myirrrosy  asid  yet  begotten : 
whkh  all  the  philosophers  had  admitted^  and  nothing 
more  frequent  (as  the  testimonies  produced  above  show) 
than  the  application  of  both  to  the  same  person  or  ^ing : 
not  to  mention,  that  if  Christ  was  a  Sony  in  the  strict  and 
proper  sense,  (as  all  the  Fathers  have  taught,)  he  must 
have  been  unmade^  or  necessarily  existing.  Your  )9^t  pre- 
tence is  from  Gelenius,  the  editor,  rendering  it  ab  aitemo 
geniius:  which  is  descending  low  indeed.  You  might 
have  ur^ed  the  authority  di  Dr.  Clarke,  if  you  had 
pleased,  which  would  have  signified  to  me  as  much  as 
Gelenius's.  To  ima^ne  that  iywtifrov  stands  for  a^yiw^- 
Toy  18  making  any  thing  stand  for  any  thing :  what  man 
that  knows  Greek  would  use  i&yimjfros  for  a&ynfrifp  which 
is  the  proper  word  in  such  a  case  ?  To  read  yemiTov,  as 
you  pretend,  is  still  worse,  being  flat,  and  scarce  sense : 
besides  dmt  Origen,  intending  here  to  say  the  highest 
things  that  eould  be  said  of  the  Son,  would  never  use  any 
such  expression  in  this  {dace. 

Mr.  Whiston',  I  think,  has  t^o  or  three  little  excep- 
tions, more  than  you  have  mentioned.  He  appeals  to 
Origen's  known  '^doctrrae  and  language  dsewhere.''  But 
ndtb^*  has  this  pretence  any  weight  or  force  in  it.  Ori- 
gen'fi  doctrine  can  no  way  be  better  known  than  firom 
this  very  treatise;  which  is  ev^ry  where  conformable 
with  wiiat  he  has  here  said^.  And  I  have  produced  some 
evidence  of  it  above.  There  is  another  place,  in  this  very 
treatise,  where  Origen  teaches  the  same  doctrine  impli- 
citly, while  he  clearly  distinguishes  and  exempts  the  Son 
&iro  wetirros  yt wjtou  *,  Jrom  all  created  being :  which  comes 
to  the  same  thing  as  the  styling  him  ayei^ro;. 

'  Whiston'a  Reply  to  liord  Nottingham^  p.  15. 
•  B11U.D.  F.  aectiic9. 

s  a 
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Mr.  Whiston  has  one  plea  more  from  the  silence  of 
Origen^s  Athanasian  vindicators.  But  this  is  very  slight, 
unless  all  that  was  ever  anciently  pleaded  for  Origan 
were  still  extant ;  whereas,  we  have  very  little,  in  com- 
parison, remaining.  But  if  Origen's  friends  were  silenl 
on  this  head,  it  may  be,  his  adversaries  may  have  sup- 
plied the  defect.  Among  the  heads  of  the  accusation 
drawn  up  against  him,  this  was  one,  qtiod  dixerii  JUium 
innatum,  that  he  asserted  the  Son  to  be  unbegotten  ^.  It 
is  no  improbable  conjecture  of  the  learned  Huetius  ^,  tttat 
they  had  respect  to  this  very  passage ;  maliciously  and 
captiously  construing  ayevrjTov,  unbegotten,  instead  of  un- 
made. But  enough  of  this  matter.  It  appears  from  what 
hath  been  said,  that  there  is  no  reason  at  all  for  imaginbg 
the  place  corrupt.  You  have  no  manuscript,  no  various 
lection^  no  plea  from  the  context,  none  from  Origen's  doc- 
trine in  other  places,  (however  not  in  this  treatise,)  no  ar- 
gument of  any  kind,  but  what  is  mere  trifling :  nor  have 
you  been  able  to  invent  any  correction  or  emendation,  but 
what  either  is  not  Greek,  or  makes  the  sentence  flat,  and 
even  silly  in  comparison  :  so  unfortunate  and  unadvised  a 
thing  isit,  to  play  the  critic  in  a!  wrong  place. 

Origen,  as  we  have  seen,  has  styled  the  Son  aylvijTOf, 
unmade,  or  uncreated,  (for  that  is  his  own  interpretation 7^ 
of  the  word  ayevijToj :)  and  it  is  no  objection  to  this,  that 
other  Fathers  have  been  sparing  of  applying  that  title  to 
Christ.  The  reason  is,  because  the  word  ayivijTo^  was 
ambiguous,  and  was  not  applicable  to  Christ  in  every 
sense  of  it.  For  the  like  reason  it  is,  that  ysvifrog  is  also 
very  rarely  applied  to  Christ':  which  though  it  might  be 
applicable  in  one  sense  *,  yet  being  more  generally  used 


It)  treiet  ^if.     Orig",  contr,  Cels.  lib,  iii.  p.  160. 

*  Pamphili  Apolog.  p.  235.  ed.  Bened.  inter  op.  Hieron, 

^   Haetii  Origeniana,  p.  43. 

Y  *Ayivnr«i  tZfftUf  xmi  f^n  M  ©i#tf  »riffBua'eii.     Orig,  contr,  Cels.  p.  187. 

«  Ttf9)T6f  sometimes  denotes  only  a  thing's  proceeding  from  another,  ^trhe- 
ther  eternally  or  temporally,  whether  by  generation  or  creation. 
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in  another,  and  too  low  a  sense,  was  therefore  avoided. 
It  is  once  applied  to  Christ  by  the  Antiochian  Fathers 
directly-,  and  again  obliquely:  though  a  doubt  may  be 
made  whether  it  should  be  yevrjTo^  or  yiwriT^^.  And  Ori- 
gen  (I  do  npt  remember  any  other  of  the  Ante-Nicenes) 
is  charged  by  Epiphanius  *  with  so  applying  it :  which 
Epiphanius,  as  the  humour  then  ran,  very  partially  wrests 
to  an  ill  sense,  though  he  would  have  interpreted  the 
same  word  more  candidly  in  any  one  but  Origen,  as  he 
there  declares.  So  much  had  the  Eustathian  party  pre- 
vailed in  their  unreasonable  clamours  against  Origen,  not- 
withstanding the  endeavours  of  the  wisest,  and  coolest, 
and  best  men  of  the  Church,  and  even  Jerome  amongst 
them  for  a  considerable  time.  However,  though  the 
phrase  of  yewjroj  &sog  might  bear  a  good  sense,  (and  I 
doubt  not  was  so  intended  by  Origen,)  yet  I  commend 
not  his  discretion  in  the  use  of  it;  since  it  might  also  bear 
an  ill  one,  and  had  been  a  phrase  applied  by  the  Platonists 
to  their  iw/'^ior  godsy  or  to  the  world.  It  might  be  on 
account  of  some  of  these  uncautious  sallies  of  Origen, 
that  he  was  forced  to  purge  himself  to  Pope  Fabian,  in  a 
letter  to  him :  after  which,  as  in  his  treatise  particularly 
agsunst  Celsus,  he  was  more  cautious,  and  kept  closer  to 
the  language  of  the  Church.  To  proceed:  I  might  pro- 
duce other  very  clear  proofs  of  Origen's  faith  in  the  ne^ 
cessary  existence  of  God  the  Son,  from  the  attributes  of 
immutability  ^y  amnipresence^,  impassibility  ^^  &c.  which 
he  ascribes  to  him,  as  well  as  from  other  topics  «.     But  I 


veyovav,  euVt  etlBwifrarov,     Crantor,  apud  ProcL  in  Tim.  p.  85. 
rtvnrivy  T6  oTufftiuv  ifr  airtecs  vfpto'Teifit.tvov.      Vid,  Cudw.  p.  254. 

•  Epiphan.  Hsres.  Origenist.  c.  vii.  viii.  p.  531. 
*»  Origen.  contr.  Cels.  p.  169,  170. 

«  Ibid.  p.  63,  164,  209,  325. 
«» Ibid.  p.  77,  170. 

•  Viz.  the  many  strong  expressions  of  the  Son's  real  and  natural,  or 
essential  divinity  occurring  in  that  treatise  of  Origen.  Tnt  ^umt  ^utf 
mirmvyetffiiet  rod  ^lUv,  p.  342.     Tj  ^v^u  xv^Uu  Xiy«u  Siw,  p.  392.     Trig  r»u 
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refer  the  reader  to  Bishop  Bull's  accurate  account  of  him 
and  his  sentiments^  and  now  hasten  to  what  is  most  ma- 
terial, to  take  off"  your  famous,  and  almost  only  objection 
drawn  from  what  the  Fathers  have  said  about  Christ's 
generation  being  by  the  will  of  the  Father. 

3.  I  am  here  to  inquire,  in  what  sense,  and  by  whom, 
necessary  generation  or  emanation  was  taught ;  and  to  ac- 
count for  the  Son's  being  said  to  be  generated  by  the  will 
of  the  Father. 

Here,  in  the  first  place,  we  are  carefully  to  distinguish 
between  those  who  asserted  a  temporal  gerteralion  only, 
and  those  who  asserted  an  eternal  generation.  As  to  the 
former,  it  may  be  allowed,  that  they  supposed  the  gene- 
ration to  be  by  the  will  of  the  Father,  even  in  your  sense 
of  will :  and  all  you  now  have  to  do,  is  to  prove,  if  you 
are  able,  that  those  writers  believed  no  real  or  suistanlial 
existence  of  the  Son,  antecedent  to  that  generation. 

As  to  the  latter,  who  held  eternal  generation,  your  bu- 
siness will  be  to  show,  that  they  believed  it  to  be  an  act 
of  the  will  in  your  sense  of  will,  if  possible  to  be  done : 
or,  without  this,  you  do  nothing.  It  were  sufficient  to 
men  of  sense,  and  to  scholars,  to  have  pointed  out  a  way 
of  solving  all  that  you  have,  or  ever  cin  advance  upon 
this  head:  but  because  somef  readers  will  want  to  see 
some  things  more  particularly  cleared,  I  shall  be  at  the 
pains  of  tracing  this  matter  down  quite  through  the  Fa- 
thers; showing  you  your  mistakes  all  the  way.  You 
will  not  expect  I  should  take  any  notice  of  the  Apostoh- 
cal  Constitutions,  so  often  and  so  unanswerably  proved^  to 
be  a  patched,  spurious,  and  interpolated  work.  Nor  shall 
I  have  any  thing  to  do  with  Ignatius's  interpolated  epi- 
stles, till  you  have  confuted  Bishop  Pearson  and  D^H^* 
I  refer  you  to  a  learned  fore^ner  s,  in  the  margin,  for  the 

B-tidu  Xoyov  ^vTtuf  6VT6S  S-ioti,  p.  171.     ' ATavyuffMi  (pttrig  oTiUu,  p.  387.     "Till 
akti^itais  ovaiuy  p.  386. 

/  See  Ittigius  dc  Psendepigraphis  Apostolorum,  p.  190.    Mr.  Turner  on 
tbfrApost.  Constitutions.    Dr.  Smalbroke. 

s  Quas  solas  genuinas  esse,  alteras  vero  illas  quas  sinceras  esse  dixi>  al> 
Athanauo  decurtatas,  inauditum  et  incredibile  Wilhelmi  Whistoni,  rion 
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sense  of  wise  and  judicious  men  in  relaticm  to  Mr.  Whig- 
ton's  wild  attempt  to  substitute  the  larger  instead  of  the 
smaller  efustles.  I  proceed  then  to  the  genuine  Igns^us, 
in  the  sn^aller  epistles.  I  allowed  in  my  Defence  b,  that 
Ignatius  suppoises  the  Son  to  be  a  Son  by  the  will  of  the 
Father;  and  I  showed  in  how  many  senses  it  might  be 
taken^  without  at  all  favouring  your  principles.  You 
inoagine  I  was  greatly  puzzled;  which  I  take  to  be  an 
argument  only  of  your  small  acquaintance  with  those 
matters.  You  pretend  that  three  of  the  senses  have  no 
distinct  sense.  But  are  you  to  sit  down  in  your  study^  and 
make  reports  of  the  ancients  out  of  your  own  head^  with^ 
out  looking  into  them,  to  see  in  what  sense  they  used 
their  phrases  ?  I  was  not  inquiring  what  you  or  I  should 
DOW  express  by  the  word  will,  but  what  ideas  the  ancieiUs 
had  sometimes  fixed  to  the  word:  for  by  that  rule  we 
must  go  in  judging  of  the  ancients*  What  think  you  of 
those  that  gave  the  name  of  IVill,  or  the  Father* s  IViU, 
to  the  Person  of  the  Son>  ?  They  had  a  meaning,  though 

Arittionmi  lA  Attglia  Proniacki,  panidoxon  est,  rangnlari  niiper  sctipto 
proditum  magit  quam  demonstratum.  Fakricu  JBibL  Gr,  lib.  v.  cap*  1^. 
p.  40. 

The  same  learned  writer  has  also  yery  lately  given  his  judgment  of  Mr. 
WbistDB's  attempt  about  the  Constitutions. 

Quam  pamm  feliciter  hoc  ei  soccesserit,  evidenter  exposoerunt  Rob.  Tor- 
bems,  Racbardas  Smalbroke,  Jo.  Emestos  Grabe :  consulendus  etiam  Simom 
Ockley.  Licet  yero  Whistonus  identidem  tueri  sententiam  suam  conatus  est 
rq>etitis  soiptis  adyersns  Grabium,  adversus  Petrum  Allixium,  adyersus  Tur- 
iiemm,  idx  qaemqnam  tamen  antiquitatis  ecclesiastics  peritom  confido  esse 
futnrum,  cui  ilHns  argmnenta  petita  long^ns,  et  conjectore  leyes,  rem  tantam 
persnadere  poteront.    Fahr,  Bibl.  Or,  yol.  xi.  p.  11. 

*  Vol.  i.  p.  92. 

I  *Aym!^v  xratv^U  kytAl*  fiiXtifut.     Clem.  Alex,  p.  309. 

ekx^/ut  xnt9Toit^v§^Mhy  S&vereign  fPttt^  p.  647. 

Ipse  erat  Voluntas  et  Potestas  Patris.    Tertutt,  de  Orai,  cap.  4. 

SiXniMt  rw  trar^it  Wt*  *lnfws  X^ifig*  H^ppoL  contr,  NoH*  cap.  xfii.  p.  15. 

Cbaiitatem  ex  cbaritate  progenitam. 

Voluntas  ex  mente  prooedens—  Orxg,  m/H  &^x^k  Pamph,  Jpol.  p.  235. 

Tj|9  r§S  WT^H  jS^Xnrnr.     Cmttant,  ajpud  Geku,  part  3. 

B«»XJ^  na)  BiXnfim  rw  xrav^if,     Mhaneu,  p.  613. 

Sicat  Sapientia,  et  Veri)am,  et  Virtos  Dei,  et  Veritas,  et  Resonvctio,  et 
Via  dicitDr,  ita  etiam  Fbhmias,    SReronifm,  €im,  im  Epk,  i.  p.  323. 

8  4^  puidam 
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not  such  a  meaning  as  you  or  I  now  understand  the  word 
will  in.  They  must  therefore  be  inter|yreted  by  the  ideas 
which  they,  and  not  we,  affixed  to  the  phrase,  or  name. 
And  what  think  you  of  others  who  used  the  phrases  of 
vmnipoievty  or  all-containing  IVill,  (as  we  have  seen  above,) 
had  not  they  some  difierent  idea  of  will  from  that  which 
you  have?  And  must  not  they  be  interpreted  accord- 
ingly? You  are  very  angry  at  those  that  have  presumed 
(without  your  leave)  to  say  the  **  Will  of  God  is  God 
^*  himself,"  (p.  259.)  And  yet,  whether  the  saying  be 
right  or  wrong,  when  you  would  interpret  the  doctrine 
of  such  as  made  that  their  maxim,  you  must  take  their 
words  as  they  meant  them,  and  according  to  their  ideas, 
and  not  your  own.  For  aught  I  see,  they  spake  more 
properly  than  you  do  in  so  often  mentioning  acts  of  the 
will.  Does  any  thing  act  but  an  agent;  and  is  the  wiU 
an  agent P  How  absurdly  do  you  speak!  Not  that  I 
should  blame  you  for  using  a  common  phrase :  only  do 
not  be  so  very  severe  and  smart  upon  others  5  who  knew 
how  to  speak  as  properly,  or  perhaps  more  properly  than 
you^.  It  seems  to  be  owing  only  to  narrowness  of  mind, 
and  want  of  larger  views,  that  you  would  confine  all 
writers  to  your  particular  modes  of  speaking.  The  word 
will  has  been  used  by  some  of  the  ancients  to  signify  any 
natural  powers  of  God  ^.  IV ill,  in  the  sense  of  approba- 
tion or  acquiescence j  is  very  common  with  ancient  writers : 
nor  was  it  tliought  absurd  to  say,  that  God  had  willed 

Quidam  ne  Fill  urn  consilii  vel  voluntatis  Dei  dicerent  unigenitum  Verbum, 
ipsum  Consilium,  seu  Voluntatem  Patris  idem  Verbum  esse  dixerunt.  Sed  me- 
lius, quantum  existimo,  dicitur  Consilium  de  ConsiliOy  et  Voluntas  de  Volun- 
tate ;  sicut  substantia  de  substantia,  Sapientia  de  Sapientia.  Jugustin.  Trin. 
lib.  XV.  cap.  38.  p.  994.  Vid.  Petav.  Dogmat.  vol.  i.  p.  229.  Coteler.  Not  in 
Recogn.  p.  492. 

^  See  Petavius's  Dogmata  Theol.  vol.  i.  lib.  1.  cap.  8.  p.  61,  &c.  lib.  5. 
cap.  4.  p.  211.  cap.  12.  p.  239. 

Where  may  be  seen  what  Fathers  said  the  TVill  of  God  was  God  himself, 
and  what  they  meant  by  it. 

*  Omnis  Potentia  naturalis  {Dei)  est  Voluntas.  .  Mar,  Victorin.  adv, 
Jriumy  lib.  i.  p.  199.  Basil,  ed.    Vid.  Petavii  Dogm.  vol.  i.  p.  229. 

Tavr«y  yit^  hyeu/Mtt  ^^opu^ip  tieu  finXwif  isvas.  Athan,  Qrat,  cap.  Ixv.  p.  613. 
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thus  or  thus,  from  all  eternity y  and  could  not  will  other- 
wise. Whether  there  be  any  thing  very  edifying  in  these 
notions  or  not,  is  not  the  question.  But  when  we  are 
searching  into  the  sentiments  of  the  ancients^  we  must 
carefully  observe  in  what  sense  they  understood  the  terms 
they  made  use  of:  otherwise  we  shall  be  apt  to  make 
very  gross  mistakes  in  our  reports  of  them.  To  return  to 
Ignatius.  To  cut  off  dispute,  I  admitted  that  Ignatius 
might  understand  by  generation,  a  voluntary  antemundane 
generation,  or  manifestation ^  with  several  other  Fathers. 
In  answer  to  which,  you  tell  me,  that  I  should  "  have 
"  proved  that  he  had  somewhere  or  other  spoken  of  an- 
**  other  higher  generation,  otherwise  I  have  given  up  the 

question."  What  question  ?  the  question  of  the  eternal 
or  necessary  existence  of  the  Logos  ?  Nothing  like  it.  I 
admitted  that  many  of  the  Fathers  speak  of  no  higher  a 
generation  than  that  antemundane  one :  but  still  I  insist 
upon  it,  that  those  very  Fathers  acknowledged  the  exist- 
ence of  a  real  and  Tiving  Word,  a  Word  of  God,  eternally 
related  to  the  Father,  whose  fVord  he  is :  which  relation 
to  the  Father  as  his  Head,  is  all  that  any  writers  ever 
meant  by  eternal  Jiliation.  They  therefore  acknowledged 
the  same  thing,  but  under  another  name :  there  was  no 
difFefence  in  doctrine,  but  in  the  expression,  and  the  manner 
of  wording  it ;  as  I  observed  in  my  Defence  ^,  Ignatius^ 
of  whom  we  are  now  speaking,  owns  an  eternal  Logos, 
and  his  necessary  existence;  as  I  have  already  proved: 
which  is  sufficient  to  my  purpose,  unless  you  can  show 
that  he  meant  an  attribute  only,  by  the  Logos. 

I  go  on  to  Justin  Martyr ;  who,  as  I  before  allowed, 
speaks  of  no  generation  higher  than  that  vohintary  ante- 
mundane generation,  otherwise  called  manifestation:  and 
I  showed  both  from  Justin  and  Methodius,  that  a  rnani" 
Jestation  might  be  called  a  generation^.    To  the  same 


"  Vol.  i.  p.  113,  &c. 

*  Tin  yin^tf  mvrtv  kiyatt  yin^Bat  rut  ifS^^tiittff  l^irw  n  Yti^if  m»T»v  IfitXki 
yin^^M.    Just.  Mart,  Dial.  p.  270.  . 
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purpose  I  quoted  Hippolytus^)  who  plainly  makts  a 
manifestation  to  be  the  Son's  generation ;  as  do  also  se- 
reral  others?.  Now  certainly  there  is  nothing  amiss  in 
supposing  God  the  Son  to  have  been  manifested^  in  the 
proper  season^  by  the  will  of  the  Father.  I  allow  then 
that  the  Logos  became  a  Son  (according  to  Justin)  by  t/o- 
luntary  appointment:  but  I  do  not  allow  that  he  becaaie 
God.  The  latter  is  what  you  are  endeavouring  to  prove 
out  of  Justin.  The  passage  which  you  insist  principally 
upon  is  this,  which  I  have  explained  in  my  Defence^),  and 
elsewhere'.  "  Who,  according  to  his  (the  Father's)  will, 
'^  is  both  God,  being  his  Son,  and  an  angel  also,  as  mini- 
*^  stering  to  his  wills."  Upon  which  I  observed  that 
Christ  is  not  here  sdd  to  be  God,  by  the  will  of  the  Fa- 
ther;  though  if  it  were,  it  might  bear  a  good  sense.  For 
supposing  that  to  be  the  case,  Justin  may  mean  no  more 
than  that  the  Son  acted  and  appeared  as  Gody  with  con- 
sent of  the  Father,  who  appointed  him  so  to  appear  and 
act,  being  every  way  qualified  for  so  doing,  as  being  Son 
of  God,  and  so  really  God.  This  sense  the  words  may 
reasonably  bear,  were  it  certain  that  Justin  applied  the 
words  x«Tdi  j3»xijv  to  the  first  part  of  the  sentence  06Jv  mto. 

n^Mtra  ^n  vr^o  t£*  aletvvf  U  ro7t  oh^etfdTsf  tC««XiiSitv  icai  rif  uHrfMf  yvtvnvtu^  t 
^if  iri  ff'^^ri^sv  a^/M^^fVtfv  yw^Uou,    Method,  apud  Phot,  Cod,  037.  p.  960. 

•  ^>i>  TSyf  tx**^  ^*  \»yvfy  ai^mrof  rt  !»««,  rf  unitfuH*^  '^f^  i^rif  wtu, 
w^tvi^v  finh*  .^^tyyifAOfti  mo.)  pUf  U  ^atrog  ytnSif.  H^apqL  amtr,  Noit. 
cap.  10. 

p  Cujus  ex  ore  prodivit  unigenitus  Filius,  cordis  ejus  nobilis  inquiQnus ; 
exinde  visibUis  effectus  quia  humanum  (etius  visitatnnis  erat  SSen,  Ve- 
ronens. 

Great*  est  ergo  Sapientia,  imo  genita ;  non  sibi  qaa  semper  erat>  sed  his 
quae  ab  ea  fieri  oportebat.     Pseud-Jmbtos,  de  Fid,  cap.  2.  p.  349. 

Deus  Filium  non  doloribus  parturit  sed  virtutibus  esse  manifestat :  nee 
pister  se  fecit  quod  ex  se  est ;  sed  generat,  dum  quod  In  M  est  apeHt,  et 
rerdat  De  Patre  proccsrit  Filiiis,  non  rec(y»t :  nee  Imooesinnis  Patri  prft- 
dint  ex  Patre,  sed  prodiyit  mansuros  semper  in  Patre.  Petr,  Chrysoi, 
Serm.  Ivii.  p.  51. 

^  Vol.  i.  p.  93. 

'  Vol.  ii.  p.  274. 

TJ»  ywfiiif  atirw.     Dial.  p.  370. 
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Or  if  this  be  not  admitted,  narei  jStfX^v  may  mean  no  more 
than  that  the  Son  is  God,  and  in  perfect  harmony  with 
the  l^^ather;  not  an  Anii-God,  not  set  up  in  opposition  to 
Um :  according  to  what  Justin  says  elsewhere ;  apt^ftxp — 
lT€p9s,  iXXei  i  T^^M^f  adding,  that  he  never  did  any  thing 
but  what  was  perfectly  agreeable  to  the  will  of  the  Fa- 
then  Neither  of  these  senses  is  any  thing  so  improbable 
as  yours,  that  the  Son  **  was  God  by  voluntary  appoint- 
**  ment  :'*  which  none  of  the  other  Fathers  ever  said  or 
thought ;  nor  has  Justin  any  thing  elsewhere  to  counte- 
nance such  a  notion.  But  besides  what  I  have  here 
pleaded,  I  farther  urged  that  the  words  did  not  neces- 
sarily require  the  application  of  xotrei  j3»X^  to  both  the 
parts  of  the  sentence  singly :  but  I  understood  them  thus  ; 
that  it  was  the  Father's  good  pleasure  that  he  who  before 
was  Chdy  as  being  his  Son^  should  now  be  God  and  Angel 
both,  by  the  addition  of  the  office.  That  he  was  one, 
was  necessary ;  but  that  he  should  be  both  in  one,  this 
was  a  matter  of  voluntary  appointment.  In  like  manner 
it  may  be  said  to  be  by  the  Father's  good  pleasure,  that 
be  is  0edf  and  Sv^poatwog  together,  or  ^iifb^coTrog.  I  do  not 
yet  see  any  thing,  either  in  Justin's  words,  or  in  your 
comments  upon  them,  that  should  move  me  to  recede 
from  this  construction  :  however,  I  leave  it  to  the  learned, 
to  judge  whether  there  be  any  thing  harsh  or  unnatural 
in  it. 

You  charge  me,  (p.  264.)  with  **  self-contradiction,*'  for 
saying  in  a  note'*,  that  though  the  Son  was  God  as  being 
a  Scm,  and  a  Son  koltA  j8»X^v,  yet  he  was  not  Grod  xarei 
j9^x^.  You  should  have  let  the  reader  see  what  I  had 
offered  in  the  same  place",  to  clear  up,  and  take  off  the 
pretended  contradiction.  Let  us  consider  whether  a  few 
words  may  not  set  all  right :  he  proceeded  from  (was  not 
created  by)  the  Father;  therefore  he  is  God*  The  prot 
cession  makes  him  a  Son,  and  is  voluntary;  but  at  the 


«  Juatia.  DM.  p.  164. 

"  Vol.  L  p.  93.    See  also  vol.  ii.  p.  274,  275. 
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same  time  shows  him  to  have  been  always  God.  For 
since  he  was  not  If  oCk  ovtow,  was  not  created^  but  pro' 
ceeded  as  a  Son  from  the  Father ;  therefore  he  is  of  the 
same  nature  with  him,  and  God  from  all  eternity.  Where- 
fore though  he  is  a  Son  xora  jSaX^v,  and  God  because  a 
Son,  he  is  not  God  xora  /StfXijv,  which  I  asserted.  And 
now  where  is  the  contradiction  P  Your  objecting  (p.  265.) 
that  the  supreme  God  could  not  minister  as  an  angel^ 
has  been  often  answered :  so  we  may  dismiss  such  quib- 
bling for  the  future.  As  to  Christ  being  xtJpioj  8uvajxsa»y  by 
the  Father's  appointment,  I  hSve  allowed  it  above,  in 
Justin's *sense;  which  comes  not  up  to  the  sense  of  the 
Hebrew.  As  to  the  Father's  being  Lord  of  the  Son^ 
Justin  explains  it  by  his  being  Cause^  or  Fountain  of  the 
Son :  in  which  all  Catholics  are  agreed^.  You  object 
that  the  generation  (compared  with  one  fire  lighted  from 
another)  was  yet  ^uva/tfi  ^  fiaX^  aur«f.  I  do  not  well  ap- 
prehend what  you  have  been  doing  for  a  page  and  a  half. 
You  seem  to  think  that  I  have  somewhere  denied  the 
highest  generation,  spoken  of  by  Justin,  to  be  temporal; 
whereas  I  have  constantly  allowed  it :  and  so  you  do  not 
dispute  against  pne. 

The  Son  proceeded  foi$  U  foorof,  in  time,  according  to 
Justin,  and  according  to  many  more  besides  him  ;  parti- 
cularly Hippolytus,  and  perhaps  even  the  Nicene  Fathers. 
Well,  but  then  you  will  say,  what  becomes  of  what  I  call 
eternal  generation?  I  answer,  that  before  the  procession, 
the  Aiyoi  was  Iv  ya^fiy,  as  Justin  would  have  expressed 
it;  in  corde,  pectore,  utero,  as  others 2.  And  this  is  the 
same  thing  which  Post-Nicene  Fathers  called  eternal  ge^ 
neration;  viz.  that  eternal  relation  and  reference  which  he 
had  to  the  Father;  in  whom,  and  with  whom,  and  of  whom, 

«  Vid,  Bull.  D.  F.  sect  iv.  cap.  2.  p.  259. 
y  *E»  ymr^is  ytwn^nvM,    Just,  Dial.  p.  85. 
•e»  tut^'iia  e«#tf.     Tlieoph,  Jniioch,  p.  129. 
*  Cordis  ejus  nobilis  inquilinus.    Zen,  Fieron. 

Ex  ore  quamlibet  Patris  sis  ortus^  et  verbo  editus,  tamen  patemp  \npeei&re 
sophia  callebas  prius.    Prudent,  Hymn,  xi.  p.  47. 
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he  always  was.  So  that  there  is  still  no  more  than  a  dif- 
ference in  words  between  Justin's  doctrine  of  the  genera- 
tion and  Athanasius's ;  for  Athanasius  owned  the  pro^ 
cession  which  Justin  speaks  of,  as  much  as  he. 

You  had  cited  a  second  passage  from  Justin ;  which, 
by  your  leaving  out  a  material  part  of  the  sentence,  was 
made  to  run  thus :  "  He  hath  all  these  titles,  viz.  Son, 
'*  Wisdom,  Angel,  God,  Lord,  and  Word,  from  his  being 
'^  begotten  of  the  Father  by  his  will.'*     The  thing  that 
offended  me  here,  was  to  find  angel  brought  in  among 
the  other  names,  as  given  him  on  account  of  his  being 
begotten.    For  if  this  were  the  case,  he  would  be  an  angel 
by  nature,  and  not  by  office  only  5  which  is  directly  mak- 
ing a  creature  of  him,  suitably  to  your  sense  of  begotten  : 
and  you  will  remember  that  you  had  produced  this  cita- 
tion among  others,  to  prove  that  the  Son  was  **  brought 
**  into  existence ;"  it  is  your  very  expression  *.     I  had 
therefore  just  reason  to  complain  of  your  leaving  out  the 
words,  Jrom  his  ministering  to  his  Father's  will,  which 
showed  the  name  angel  to  be  a  name  of  office^  and  gave  a 
new  turn  to  the  whole  sentence.    The  censure  I  passed 
upon  your  quoting  so  carelessly  or  partially,  was  only 
this  :  **  The  account  you  give  is  such  as  must  make  one 
**  think  either  that  you  never  saw  the  book  you  mention, 
**  or  else        ■*'  with  a  stroke :  which  you  are  pleased 
to  call  "  wrathful**  and  "  unchristian  5**  as  it  is  natural 
for  a  man,  when  he  is  detected^  to  fly  in  the  face  of  the 
calmest  rebuke,  and  to  give  hard  names.    You  now  tell 
me,  you  had  no  design  in  the  citation  more  than  this  5  to 
show  that  the  Son  was  "  begotten  by  the  will  of  the  Fa- 
"  ther.**     Had  that  been  all,  you  shotdd  have  had.  no 
contradiction  from  me :  for  I  had  again  and  again  allowed 
it  to  be  Justin's  doctrine.     But  if  you  did  not  design,  you 
had  really  done  more,  in  that  partial  citation  5  which  I 
saw,  at  least,  if  you  did  not :  and  could  I  imagine  you 
so  unthinking,  as  not  to  perceive  how  the  alteration  was 

•  Collection  of  Queriei,  p.  51. 
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exactly  fitted  to  your  purpose?  But  as  you  best  know 
what  you  intended,  let  it  pass :  only  the  more  I  allow  to 
your  good  meaningy  the  less  must  be  attributed  to  your 
sagacity.  You  proceed,  in  a  very  abusive  manner,  to 
misrepresent  my  words,  and  to  throw  dirt  where  you 
have  very  little  occasion.  You  charge  me  with  omitting 
a  material  word  in  a  *^  marginal  translation,^'  (which  yet 
you  know  was  no  translation ;)  and  you  intimate  I  know 
not  what  artifice,  in  leaving  out  ^ekviaai,  though  it  appears 
in  the  Greek ;  and  I  could  not  possibly  have  any  ill  der 
sign  in  the  case,  because  I  frankly  admitted  that  the  ge- 
neration of  the  Son  was  ^sX^ei,  by  the  will  of  the  Father, 
and  had  no  dispute  with  you  on  that  head.  But  your 
warmth  of  temper  here  carried  you  too  far  :  and  you 
were  resolved,  it  seems,  not  to  be  outdone  in  turathful 
and  tmchristian  expressions:  at  the  same  time  not  con- 
sidering the  difierence  between  a  just  censure  and  an  in- 
jurious calumny. 

Tatian,  who  was  Justin's  scholar,  may  come  next.  I 
allow  him  to  speak  only  of  a  temporal  generation^  or  pro- 
cession ;  in  like  manner  as  Justin.  If  you  can  do  any 
thing  here,  it  must  be  to  prove  that  the  Word  was  no 
more  than  an  attribute^  before  the  procession.  But  Bishop 
BuU^  is  beforehand  with  you;  having  demonstrated  the 
contrary.  You  have  but  little  to  say,  and  that  scarce 
worth  notice.  You  observe  that  Tatian  says  ofthe  Wordf 
that  he  was  Iv  dcvr^,  (not  vpi^  o^roy,)  ^*  which  show^^  (^^ 
^f  St.  Basil  argues  against  the  Sabellians,)  that  by  the 
^*  Word  is  meant  an  internal  power  or  property,"  (p,  2S2.) 
But  Basil  was  never  so  weak  as  to  argue  that  h  aorS 
must  necessarily  denote  an  attribute;  but  only  that  ^pos 
ourov  is  a  stronger  expression  to  sigmfy  personality ;  as  I 
have  also  myself  argued  in  another  place  <^:  «v  aurm  may 
indifferently  serve  either  for  person  or  attribute:  wfi$mifov 
will  not.    When  Christ  savs^  ^  I  am  in  the  Father,  ao^ 

^  Bull.  D.  F.  N.  sect  iii.  cap.  6.  p.  209. 
«  Vol.  U.  p.  7. 
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*^  the  Father  in  me/*  doth  it  follow  that  neither  of  them 
is  a  Person  P  There  is  therefore  no  force  in  your  remark 
about  w  auTc^f  more  than  this ;  that  the  A^s  in  Tatian 
might  be  an  attrUiute  agreeably  enough  to  that  expres- 
sion, were  there  not  other  very  convincing  reasons  to  the 
contrary. 

The  words  of  Tatian  (^f^^ftan  t^j  awkiTr^Tos  avrS  vpOTrrfiS, 
6  Aoyog)  you  have  rendered  two  several  ways,  and  both  of 
them  wrong.  The  first  you  have,  (p.  no.)  "By  the 
**  simple  efBciency  of  his  will,  this  Reason,  or  Word,  pro- 
**  ceeded  forth :"  where  I  complain  of  your  putting  in 
^^  eflSciency'*  to  serve  your  hypothesis.  The  second  is, 
(p.  2yo.)  "  The  Word  proceeded  from  the  simple  will  of 
"  the  Father  :*'  where  I  complain  of  the  words  **  from 
'*  the  simple  will,"  to  intimate  to  the  English  reader,  as 
if  nothing  but  a  simple  act  of  the  will  was  concerned  in 
that  matter.  Let  the  words  appear  as  they  lie  in  the 
author,  without  the  mean  artifice  o{  giving  them  a  false 
turn.  ^*  By  the  will  of  his  simpUcity  the  Word  proceeded 
"forth." 

I  admit  the  same  thiilg  of  AtheniEigoras  as  of  Justin  and 
Tatkn,  that  he  speaks  of  no  higher  gener^ion  thap  the 
procession  i  yet  he  believed  the  existence,  the  eternal  and 
necessary  existence  of  the  Aiyog,  as  before  proved.  Here 
you  can  have  no  pretence,  e^ccept  it  be  to  imagine  that  the 
Aoyo$  was  an  aitribute  4Mily,  before  the  procession ;  as  to 
which.  Bishop  Bidl<^  haa  eflfeotually  prevented  you :  and 
aa  to  what  little  observations  you  bad  to  make,  I  have 
replied  to  them  above. 

Theophilus  comes  un^er  the  same  predicament  with 
the  three  writers  before  mentioned.  You  have  something 
to  except  against  Bishop  Bull's  reasons  «  for  Theophilus's 
believing  the  Son  to  be  a  real  Person  before  the  proces- 
sicn.    His  reasons  were  these  : 

I.  That  very  Logos  which  had  been  from  all  eternity 
kwSs&dtfTog  hf  xflc^if,  becomes  afterwards  'crpoi^fiKos^.     If 

<i  Bull.  D.  F.  sect  iii.  cap.  5.        •  Ibid.  cap.  7.  p.  215. 
f  TtSr§9  ray  Xiyw  lyMMi«'i  w^§^i»ov.     Theoph,  p.  129. 
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therefore  he  was  ever  a  Person,  (as  is  not  doubted,)  he 
must  have  always  been  so. 

a.  The  Aiyos  who  spake  to  the  prophets,  and  was  then 
undoubtedly  a  Person^  was  the  sanie  individual  Aoyo^ 
which  was  always  with  the  Father  6  a,&  a-vfi^TOLqaov  olvtcoS. 

3.  He  was  the  Father's  Counsellor,  a-vfifiovXogy  before  the 
procession  5  and  therefore  a  Person. 

4.  He  is  said  to  have  been  with  him,  and  to  have  con- 
versed with  hiniy  which  are  personal  characters. 

5.  Even  after  the  procession,,  he  is  still  supposed  to  be 
perpetually  {hairuvTos)  in  the  heart  of  the  Father  5  not  se- 
parate from  him,  but  exerting  himself,  ad  extra,  in  the 
work  of  the  creation  5  which  is  the  meaning  of  procession, 
and  becoming  -cr^o^pixoV. 

6.  Theophilus  goes  upon  the  same  principles  with 
Athenagoras,  Tatian,  and  otherg ;  whatever  therefore  could 
be  pleaded  for  those  writers,  in  the  case,  would  be  at  the 
same  time  pleading  for  Theophilus. 

You  pass  over  all  those  reasons,  except  the  third  and 
fourth ;  though  Bishop  BuU^*  principally  insists  upon  the 
^r5^  and  second.  And  what  you  have  to  say,  (p.  116.)  to 
the  third  and  fourth,  reaches  only  the  fourth.  For  Bishop 
BuU  had  allowed,  that  sometimes,  in  common  speech,  (such 
as  Tatian  sometimes  uses,)  a  person  may  be  said  to  be 
with  himself.  But  he  allowed  not  that  a  person  might  be 
said  to  be  counsellor  to  himself,  in  the  manner  Theophilus 
speaks  :  besides  that  though  sometimes,  and  improperly, 
a  person  may  be  said  to  be  with  himself;  yet  more  gene- 
rally, being  with,  denotes  two  persons,  as  in  John  i.  i. 
It  may  therefore  be  used  as  an  argument  which  in  the 
main  is  right  and  good,  though  admitting  of  some  few 
particular  exceptions. 

I  had  almost  slipped  over  your  a84th  page,  where  you 
say,  that  "  that  generation,  before  which  the  person  ge- 
"  nerated  was  every  thing  he  could  be  after  it,  is  no  ge- 
neration.'*    But  it  is  undoubtedly  what  those  writers, 

«  Thcoph.  p.  81,  82»  h  BuU.  D.  F.  p.  216,  217. 
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and  many  after  them,  call  generation :  and  therefore  this 
is  disputing  not  against  mey  but  them.  However,  though 
the  Logos  was  the  sam^  essentially  before  and  after  the 
generation,  he  was  not  the  same  in  respect  of  operation, 
or  manifestation,  and  outward  economy:  which  is  what 
these  Fathers  n>eant. 

Tertullian  goes  upon  the  same  hypothesis,  in  the  main, 
with  those  before  mentioned ;  and  so  need  not  have  any- 
distinct  consideration :  he  has  been  before  vindicated  at 
large. 

Clemens  of  Alexandria,  whom  I  should  have  mentioned 
before,  may  be  likewise  allowed  to  speak  of  the  proces- 
sion.  And  when  he  says  the  Word  sprang,  or  arose,  ex 
Trjs  istarpiKrig  jSt^X^crfco^,  ^from  the  will  of  the  Father,  it  is 
plainly  intended  of  hh  being  sent  out  to  mankind,  as  ob- 
served above,  (p.  90.)  Though  I  am  of  opinion  that 
Clemens  there  means  the  same  that  other  Fathers  have 
expressed  by  Ix  xag^las,  or  Ix  yoLfposy  and  might  be  rightly 
rendered  in  St.  John*s  phrase,  from  the  bosom  of  the 
Father,  John  i»  18. 

Irenaeus  comes  not  tinder  our  inquiry,  having  said  little 
cither  of  eternal  or  temporal  generation.  Only  from  what 
faints  we  can  gather,  he  seems  to  have  asserted  eternal 
generation^.  And  you  cannot  show  that  he  has  said  any 
thing  of  its  being  by  the  will  of  the  Father. 

Hippolytas  was  undoubtedly  in  the  hypothesis  of  the 
temporal  generation,  or  procession.  And  if  you  can  show 
that  the  A(fyoV,  before  that  procession,  was  an  attribute 
only,  according  to  him,  you  will  then  take  that  writer 
from  us.  You  do  endeavour  it,  p.  119.  Bishop  BulP  had 
observed,  and  "^I  after  hhn,  that  Hippolytu^  supposes 
God,  before  the  procession,  to  have  been  owe;  and  many, 
because  he  had  the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit  in  him  and  with 
him^.    You  say,  **  that  learned  Prelate  seems  not  to  have 

*  Clemens  Alex.  p.  86.  k  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  96. 

«  Bull.  D.  F.  sect,  lii.  cap.  8.  p.  219.  ">  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  lOJ^  Ac 

mCwX^urof  ^f,     Hipp,  comr»  IVoH.  p.  13. 

VOL.  III.  T  Compare 
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*^  sufficiently  considered/*  that  (by  the  same  reasoning) 
the  power  also,  and  the  counsel  mentioned  in  the  same 
sentence  must  have  been  persons.  But  that  learned  Pre- 
late, having  a  judgment  equal  to  his  learning,  was  used 
to  consider  things  with  great  exactness;  and  was  not  so 
prone  to  mistake  as  those  that  too  hastily  pass  their  cen- 
sure upon  him.  You  have  not  considered  (though  I  gave 
notice  of  it*^)  that  the  wprds  aXoyos,  a<ro^os,  kUvaensy  otSoi- 
Ket/ros  correspond  to  Xoyoj,  a-o^iu,  Suva/Aij,  and  /SeA^,  names 
of  the  Son  and  Spirit,  and  all  so  applied,  except  fieX^,  (for 
which  ^ikvifioL  is  used,  cap.  23.)  in  that  very  treatise.  And 
Hippolytus  speaks  there  just  in  the  same  way  as  many 
other  both  Post-Nicene  and  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  do  upon 
the  same  subject ;  several  testimonies  whereof  may  be 
seen  in  a  note  elsewhere?;  and  their  sense  vindicated 
from  such  exceptions  as  you  have  made  to  it.  You  add 
farther,  that  the  Bishop  '*  did  not  observe  that  it  is  the 
^*  one  unhegotten  God,  even  the  Father,  who  is  here  said 
"  to  be  many.*'  I  know  not  why  you  pretend  the  Bishop 
did  not  observe  what  nobody  can  doubt  of:  nor  do  I  see 
of  what  service  the  observation  can  be  to  you  or  your 
cause.  Allowing  you  that  by  ftovoj  is  meant  the  Fat  her j 
who  was  mantfy  and  the  ro  wSlv  :  still  it  was  the  Father 
considered  in  the  comprehensive  way,  as  a  head,  of  a  family 
containing  all;  in  such  a  sense  as  I  have  explained  above^. 
It  was  not  Hippolytus*8  way  to  exclude  or  separate  from 
the  alone  God  and  Father,  what  was  essential  to  him,  and 
contained  in  him ;  his  Logos,  or  his  a-o^la,  his  "otvn  mind, 
(vS^,)  which  is  the  name  he  gives  to  the  Sow,  thereby 
expressing  his  inseparable  union  and  coexistence. 

Origen,  our  next  writer,  I  cited  '  for  eternal  generation : 
to  which  yott  have  little  to  object,  beyond  what  I  have 
answered  to  above.    If  that  passage  is  to  be  depended  on 

Compare  tlus  of  Gregory  Nazienzen. 

n  Mfar^t,  n  Ms  IMt,  n  XoftiffiTfircft  n  iym^irnrH'     Orai.  xxxr.  p.  674.' 
•  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  105.  p  Sermon  vii.  vol.  ii.  p.  146,  &e^ 

1  P.  61,  &c.  88,  &c.  »  Defence,  voL  i.-  p.  97. 
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which  you  cite  (p.  272.)  from  Huetius's  Origemana;  then 
Origen  has  asserted^  besides  the  eternal  generation,  the 
mpoiXetxng  also. 

Novatian  I  also  considered  at  large  %  which  you  pass 
slightly  over.  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  and  the  other 
Dionysius  of  Rome,  I  also  brought  '  as  evidences  for 
eternal  generation:  whom  you  let  pass  without  ever  a 
word,  of  any  weight  or  moment. 

Methodius"*  was  another  voucher  for  the  same  doc- 
trine :  which  you  do  not,  cannot  gainsay.  Only  you 
endeavour  to  confront  his  known,  certain,  and  genuine 
doctrine,  with  a  spurious  passage  out  of  his  Symposion :  a 
piece  very  much  corrupted  and  adulterated  in  the  judg- 
ment of  Photius,  as  Bishop  Bull  had  observed*,  and  you 
take  no  notice. 

Pamphilus  I  also  cited  for  the  same  doctrine  5  and  also 
Alexander  of  Alexandria,  to  whom  you  have  some  little 
exceptions,  which  I  have  answered  above,  and  which  are 
perfectly  foreign  to  the  present  question. 

Eusebius  I  did  not  cite,  because  some  just  exceptions 
may  be  made  to  him;  and  there  is  no  reconciling  him 
perfectly  with  himself,  at  different  times.  This  you  must 
know  5  and  yet,  very  deceitfully,  you  "  conclude,"  as 
you  say,  (p.  273.)  **  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  on  this  head, 
**  with  the  judgment  of  the  learned  Eusebius,  which  may 
^*  justly  be  esteemed  to  be  the  true  sense  of  the  ancients 
**  before  him  :**  producing  a  passage  from  his  Demon-- 
stratio  Evangelica,  wrote  before  the  Council  of  Nice,  and 
before  he  had  well  considered  the  subject,  and  corrected 
in  some  material  points  afterwards,  as  I  have  observed 
above,  p.  149. 

And  now  we  are  come  down  to  the  Arian  times  3  in 
which  Dr.  Clarke  and  you  think  you  have  found  some- 
thing to  your  purpose  j  artificially  tacking  together  testi- 
monies of  several  kinds,  some  Catholic,  some  Afian,  and 

•  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  97.  *  Ibid.  p.  101. 

"  Ibid.  p.  102.    See  also  my  Reply  to  Dr.  Whitby,  vol.  ii.  p.  234,  &Ci 

»  Bull.  Dcf.  p.  166. 
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some  doubtful :  of  which  in  their  order,  that  I  may  fully 
clear  the  point  I  am  now  upon.  But  before  I  come  to 
these  testimonies,  I  must  strike  out  a  little  into  history, 
to  give  the  reader  a  clearer  notion  of  what  we  are  about. 

I  have  elsewherey  given  a  brief  account  of  an  argument 
which  the  Arians  made  use  of  to  prove  the  Son  of  God  a 
creature.  They  argued  that  the  Father  must  produce  his 
Son  either  volens,  willingly y  (by  which  they  understood 
free  choice^)  or  nolens^  against  his  will,  which  in  Greek 
they  expressed  by  (pva-iKij  aviyKt^y  meaning  what  we  should 
now  call  extrinsic  necessity.  The  argument  is  much  the 
same  with  what  Dr.  Clarke  urges  in  these  words :  "  What- 
**  ever  proceeds  from  any  being  otherwise  than  by  the 
**  will  of  that  being,  doth  not  in  truth  proceed  from  that 
**  being,  but  from  some  other  cause  or  necessity,  extrinsic 
"  to,  and  independent  of  that  being*."  And  in  another 
place  %  "  Whatever  is  caused  by  an  intelligent  being,  is 
"  caused  by  the  will  of  that  being;  otherwise  it  is  not 
"  (in  truth  and  reality)  caused  by  that  being  at  all,  but 
'*  by  some  superior  cause,  be  it  necessity,  or  fate,  or 
"  whatever  it  be,  &c.'' 

This  was  the  old  Arian  argument,  and  that  was  their 
sense  of  necessity,  or  ftt&M^  oiviyxri  i  which  I  ahall  prove 
by  plain  testimonies  beyond  contradiction.  Athanasius 
may  be  first  cited,  who  writes  thus^:  *^  They  have  an- 
"  other  way  of  saying  the  Son  is  a  creature,  by  pfetend- 
'^  ing  will,  and  arguing  thus :  if  he  did  not  ^xist  by  will, 
^^  then  God  had  a  Son  by  necessity,  and  w$willingly.  But 
^^  who  is  it,  you  miscreants,  that  imposes  necessity  upon 
"him?'* 

Epiphanius  represents  it  thus^:  *«  They  object  that  he 

r  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  89,  349. 

*  ClarWs  Reply,  p.  227.       •  Ibid.  p.  113. 

^  *AAAm<  «r«A.iy  HrUfM  Xiyv^n  twrU  tstuu,  fiiXn^a  tn^mXXifttMt,  ^  Xi<y§9rtf, 
•4  /Ah  fi9knnt  ylyoHf,  utiSf  «t>«7»*f,  »«}  /ttn  ^iXmv  t^tv  i  Qt$$  W«».  Kai  rig  i  rtlt 
ivdyxw  UrsCaXtt*  owfSf^  vttv^»9m.ft ;  &C  Athim^  p.  610.'  inrimurm  rji  ^»- 
Xvrti  v%  nim^  ywfinv^  p.  611.  irtiriv  Iti  Xiyitt  W)  0mS  Jttdytmv, 
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''  begat  the  Son  willingly  or  unwillingly :  and  if  we  say 
^'  unwillingly,  then  the  divine  nature  is  forced  by  neces* 
"  sity,  and  not  by  freedom  of  will.*'  He  concludes  that 
the  generation  was  neither  willingly  nor  unwillingly,  but 
naturally. 

St.  Ambrose^i^  St.  AustinS  and  others^,  represent  the 
same  cavil  of  the  Arians  much  in  the  same  way;  which 
being  once  well  understood,  we  may  easily  deal  with 
your  pretended  authonties.  The  first  is  of  the  Council 
of  Sirmium  in  the  year  351,  which  condemned  Photinus. 
It  is  to  be  noted,  in  the  first  place,  that  this  Synod  of 
Sirmium  was  made  up  mostly  of  men  of  suspected  faith, 
Arians  or  Semi- Arians :  and  though  they  did  well  in  con- 
demning Photinus,  and  though  Hilary  laboured  much  in 
putting  the  best  construction  possible  upon  their  confes- 
sion and  anathemas  ;  yet  Athanasius  and  others  rank  them 
in  the  class  of  Arians ;  and  it  is  certain  they  stand  not 
perfectly  clear  in  their  character  against  some  very  just 
and  weighty  objections.  M.  Tillemont  says  of  them,  that 
**  they  were  the  declared  enemies  of  the  Church,  the 
^  same  Eusebians  who  had  been  condemned  in  the  Coun- 
**  cil  of  Sardicas  :**  and  it  seems  that  Hilary  himself,  who 
had  once  judged  very  kindly  and  candidly  of  them,  saw 
reason  afterwards  to  alter  his  sentiments*^.     Having  now 

Mai  ix  ikiu^tftirnrt  ^iXnfMtrt^    Epipk,  Ancwr,  cap.  li.  p.  55. 

n  Btim  ^uwif  ^ttfXiiv         wrt  kfAywf  &ytrm,     Ep^h*  ibid, 

^  Subtexunt  aliam  impletateniy  proponentes  utnun  volenty  an  invUui  ge- 

nerayerit  Pater Sed  nihil  in  sempitema  generatione  pnecedit,  nee  veUe 

nee  noUe :  ergo  nee  inviium  dixerim  nee  volentem non  generat  ex  volun- 

iaie,  ant  necessitate  Pftter,  sed  super  utnimque,  hoc  est  tuUura,   Jmbros,  de 
Ftd,  lib.  vr.  cap.  9.  p.  540. 

•  Interrogant  (Ariani)  utnim  Pater  Filinm  votens^  an  nolens  gennerit. 
August,  eontr,  Serm^  Arian,  p.  626." 

f  Gregor.  Nazianz.  Drat  xxxy.  p.  565,  566.  CyrilL  Alex.  Thesaur. 
p.  50,  52. 

c  Tillemont,  History  of  Arians,  p.  144.  a  book  which  I  would  particulariy 
commend  to  the  perusal  of  the  ^^gi<«h  readers,  to  give  them  a  just  notion 
both  of  ancient  and  modem  Arianism. 

^  See  Tillemont,  p.  145. 
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some  notion  of  the  men,  let  us  next  see  what  they  say, 
in  relation  to  our  present  point. 

"  If  any  one  say  that  the  Son  was  begotten,  and  the 
**  Father  not  willing,  let  him  be  anathema.  For  the  Fa- 
**  ther  did  not  beget  the  Son,  as  being  constrained,  or  im- 
*^  pelled  by  a  physical  vecessity^  as  not  willing ;  but  he  at 
"  once  willed  and  produced  him  from  himself,  begettinjg 
*'  him  without  time,  and  without  stiffertng  any  thing'.'*  . 

The  expressions  here  are  cautious  and  guarded:  and 
though  perhaps  the  men  had  something  more  in  their 
hearts  than  they  were  willing  to  utter;  yet  as  they  have 
explained  the  Father's  willing  the  generation  in  opposi- 
tion only  to  his'  being  forced,  /Siao-dof,  and  (ax^«^)  impell- 
ed; their  doctrine  may  pass.  And  so  Hilary  putting  the 
mildest  and  most  candid  construction  upon  it,  explained 
it  to  mean  only  that  the  generation  was  not  nolente  Patre^ 
against  the  will  of  the  Father.  And  his  comment  upon 
M  uvayxvis  fwrptris  ax^asy  is  nec  coacta  imperio  naturalis 
legis  essentia  est ;  his  essence  was  not  compelled  by  the 
command  of  a  natural  law. 

You  ask  me,  (p.  257.)  "  whether  the  per^sons  censured 
*'  by  the  Council  of  Sirmium,  or  any  others,  ever  were  so 
**  stupidly  senseless,  as  to  think  any  thing  that  is  neces- 
'*  iary,  to  be  therefore  against  the  will  of  Grod,  as  well 
^^  as  without  it?"  To  which  I  answer,  that  the  Arians 
(whether  stupidly  or  maliciously  I  know  not)  so  inter- 
preted the  Catholic  sense  of  natural  and  eternal  genera- 
tion 5  allowing  no  medium  between  free  choice  and  such 
compulsive  necessity^.    And  there  is  one  Dr.  Clarke,  who 

*  "Etl  Tit  fih  SiXifr«vr«r  rv  watr^if  ytytnti^^m  Xiyi  r«y  vi»f,  ifd^fim  Iff  ^ 
yi^  ^xwStif  i  tretrii^  ««•«  ivd'yxfis  ^v^ixrit  »X^**f*  ^f  **  ^«>.i»  lyiftfn^i  rh  vlvT 
iXA.*  afia  T  %Ztv\ri^rt  *oii  u^^oimf  xm)  it^m^if  \\  \etvrtu  m.vrov  yivf^faf  •«'iJ«4*' 
Socrat.  Hixt.  Eccl  lib.  ii.  cap.  30.  p.  126.    Atban.  de  Synod,  p.  744. 

Si  quis  noleote  Patre  natum  dicat  Tilium,  anathema  sit :  non  enim  no- 
lente Patre  coactus  Pater,  vel  naturali  necessitate  dactus,  cum  noIlet>  genuit 
Filium  ;  sed  mox  voluit  sine  tempore,  et  impassibilitcr  ex  se  eum  genitan 
deroonstravit.     Hilar,  p  1184. 

Ik  To  the  testimonies  before  dted,  I  shall  add  one  more,  a  very  full  and 
plain  one,  from  the  eighth  analhema  of  an  Arian  council,  in  the  year  344 
or  345. 
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at  this  day  (whether  stupidly  or  otherwise  I  know  not) 
charges  the  same  doctrine  with  the  same  consequence, 
(as  I  have  shown,)  allowing  no  medium  in  this  case,  be- 
tween what  he  calls  will^  and  extrinsic  necessity.  You 
ask,  "  if  God  be  omnipresent  by  outward  coactioriy  or 
**  against  his  will,  because  not  by  it  ?'*  I  like  your  argu- 
ment very  well :  please  to  apply  it  to  what  I  have  quoted 
above  from  Dr.  Clarke  t  it  may  serve  as  an  answer  to 
him,  in  respect  of  necessary  generation.  You  are  here 
arguing  for  me,  and  happen  not  to  know  it.  You  ask 
again,  "Is  not  he  omnipresent  by  fucrix^  avayxij,  necessity 
**  of  nature  ?'*  He  is  omnipresent  by  necessity  of  nature, 
in  the  modem  sense  of  the  phrase :  but  ^u<r*x^  avayxyi 
never  stood  for  what  we  call,  in  this  case,  necessity  of 
nature.  I  know  not  whether  there  be  one  instance  of  it 
in  all  antiquity :  I  have  not  yet  met  with  any,  no,  nor  of 
the  word  necessity  so  applied.  Certain  however  it  is,  that 
in  the  places  which  we  are  now  concerned  with,  ^ocrixi) 
etvayxT^  had  no  such  meaning,  but  that  only  which  I  have 
given.  You  go  on  arguing  and  reasoning,  what  necessity 
of  nature  must  signify :  which  is  only  talking  without 
book,  and  guessing  what  words  anciently  meant,  without 
consulting  the  ancients  to  know  the  fact.  But  at  length 
you  come  to  argue  somewhat  more  like  a  scholar :  you 
observe  the  opposition  made  by  eSsX^^  on  the  one  side, 
and  wro  avayxvi;  ^wcrixiij  ^X*^^^  ^^  ^^^  Other.  That  is  well 
urged :  but  observe  also,  j3ia(rd«^  6  UaTvip.  Can  any  words 
be  stronger?  This  determines  ^ucrixij  avayxij  to  the  sense  I 
am  pleading  for;  and  therefore  eSakifirj  is  rather  to  be  in- 
terpreted by  its  opposition  to  this.  So  Hilary  interprets 
it,  and  construes  00$  ovx  ^deXsv,  cum  nollet.  But  I  will 
frankly  tell,  you  what  my  opinion  is,  which  I  ground 
chiefly  upon  the  consideration  of  the  men  concerned  in 
that  Council,  that  they  really  meant  by  iSeXrfivi  what  you 

Tvf  i  fivXv^t  i}i%  ^iXiirii  ytyt$ftif^»i  rtfy  viif  u^»or»s  invXaCiHf,  aveiyitfiv  K 

^^nCtfiron  »eti  rns  hcxXn^lat  |«y»y  linytvti^xo/ny.     Apud  Athonos,  tom.  i« 
p.  740. 

^       T4 


Digitized  by 


Google 


a8o  A  SECOND  DEFENCE     Qu.  vni- 

say^  and  yet  by  fwnxri  oofiyxvi  what  I  say;  adautting  ao 
medium^  any  more  than  Dr.  Clarke  has  done  in  this  case, 
between  necessity  in  the  hard  compulsive  sense^  and  free 
choice :  and  perhaps  they  intended,  obliquely,  to  charge 
the  Athanasian  doctrine  (as  the  Arians  used  to  do)  with 
that  hard  Ti^CM^i/y,  just  as  Dr.  Clarke  has  been  pleased 
to  charge  it  as  a  consequence  upon  ours.  Thus,  I  think, 
we  may  fairly  compromise  the  dispute  about  the  Sirmian 
Synod. 

You  next  mention  the  Council  of  Sardica,  meaning  the 
false  Sardican  Council,  or  Synod  of  Philippopolis,  in  the 
year  347  :  which  condemned  Athanasius,  Hosius,  Julius; 
as  they  themselves  had  been  condemned  by  the  true  Sar- 
dican Council. 

HDaryl  bestowed  the  same  kind  pains  here  that  he 
used  afterwards  with  the  decrees  of  the  Sirmian  Synod, 
to  interpret  their  confession  to  a  Catholic  sense.  And 
coming  to  the  words,  ex  vohmtate  et  consilio,  he  under- 
stands them,  not  in  the  sense  oifree  choice^  but  in  opposi- 
tion to  corporalis  passioy  corporal  passion^  that  is,  extrinsic 
necessity.  However,  I  am  persuaded  (knowing  the  men) 
that  Hilary  was  too  kind  in  his  construction  5  though 
with  a  good  design,  hoping  by  condesceii^ng  towards 
the  weak,  to  reduce  them,  by  degrees,  and  to  gain  them 
over  to  the  true  and  sound  faith.  He  was  forced  to  apo- 
logize afterwards  for  his  good-natured  and  well-meant 
endeavours ;  which  had  rendered  him  suspected  with  some 
that  were  zealous  for  the  Catholic  faith. 

But  let  us  now  come  to  some  better  instances  than 
such  as  you  have  brought  me  from  suspected  synods. 
Sure  you  do  not  expect  I  should  take  notice  of  the  Arian 
Council  of  Antioch.  What  if  they  condemned  some  Arian 
tenets  ?  Has  it  not  been  common  for  Arians,  being  ashamed 
of  their  leader,  to  condemn  some  of  his  tenets  in  words,  at 
the  same  time  professing  the  same  things  in  other  terms  ? 
Give  me  authorities  from  men  of  steady  principles,  known 

I  HUariufl  de  Synod,  p.  1172. 
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Catholics^  and  not  from  known  Arians.  You  do  pretend 
to  three  such,  Marius  Victorinus,  Basil,  and  Gregory 
Nyssen.    Let  us  examine  them. 

Marius  Victorious  says,  that  the  generation  "  was  not 
"  by  necessity  of  nature,  but  by  the  will  of  the  Father's 
**  Majesty"*."  Such  are  his  words :  but  when  you  inquire 
what  he  meant  by  willy  and  what  by  necessity y  he  is  di- 
rectly against  you.  IFill  is  with  that  writer  a  name  for 
any  natural  power,  or  for  God  himself" ;  so  that  genera- 
tion by  will  comes  to  the  same  with  generation  by  na* 
lure  J  which  is  what  we  now  call  necessary  generation: 
and  it  is  plain,  that  he  understood  by  necessity,  extrinsic 
necessity,  as  opposed  to  intrinsic  nature.  What  is  this  to 
your  purpose?  Whoever  will  be  at  the  pains  to  search 
into  the  sentiments  of  so  obscure  and  perplexed  a  writer, 
(whom  I  am  not  very  fond  of  quoting,)  will  perceive  thus 
much  at  least,  all  the  way  through  him,  that  he  believed 
the  substance  of  the  Father  and  Son  to  be  equally  neces-- 
sarily  existing,  I  shall  content  myself  with  a  few  refe- 
rences®. 

Basil  is  also  quoted  by  Dr,  Clarke,  as  saying  that  the 
Father  begat  his  Son,  having  his  **  power  concurrent  with 
*^  his  will;"  and  that  the  Son  springs  from  the  Father's 
goodness"?.    If  the  design  be  to  deceive  the  populace  with 

m  Est  autem  lumim  et  spiritui  imago,  non  a  necessitate  nuturtB,  sed  vo- 
hintate  magnitudinis  Patris.  Ipse  enim  seipsum  circumterminayit,  &c.  Filius 

ergo  in  Patre  imago,  et  forma,  et  ^.iyog,  et  voluntas  Patris Sic  igitur 

iFoluntate  Patris  Yoluntas  apparuit  ipse  kiyof,  Filius.  Mar,  Victor,  lib.  !• 
adv,  Arium,  p.  188.  Basil,  ed. 

■  A  se  movens  Pater,  a  sese  generans  Rlius,  sed  potentia  ^patris  sese  ge- 
nerans  Filius ;  voluntas  enim  Tilius,  unde  enim  si  ipsa  voluntas  non  est  a 
sese  generans,  nee  voluntas  est :  sed  quoniam  Dei  est  voluntas,  equidem 
ipsa,  quae  sit  generans,  generatur  in  Deo.  ^£t  ideo  Deus  Pater,  voluntas 
Filius,  unum  utrumque,  &c.     Ibid.  p.  188. 

«  Una  eademque  substantia,  vi  pari,  eademque  potentia,  majestate,  vir- 
tute :  nullum  alteri  prius,  nisi  quod  causa  est  alterum  alt^rius,  p.  224. 

Una  eademque  substantia,  et  simul,  et  semper  :  hoc  est  enim  i/Mwtov,  ofM- 
m^imv  iix"*i  simul  substantiam  habens,  paremque  existendi  vim  atque  vir- 
tutem,  eandemque  substantis  naturam,  &c.  p.  225.    Vid.  p.  227,  234. 

iff  mvrk  M^iy.    BatU,  Horn,  xxix.  p.  624. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


28%  A  SECOND  DEFENCE      Qu.  viii. 

the  sound  of  words,  there  may  be  some  use  in  such  quo- 
tations. But  such  things  ought  not  to  be  oflfered  either 
to  scholars  br  by  scholars.  Who  knows  not  that  Basil 
is  as  express  as  possible  for  the  necessary  existence  of  God 
the  Son ;  and  directly  denies  and  confutes  the  very  thing 
for  which  you  are  pleading  ?  "  Will  you  not  cease,  you 
**  impious  wretch,"  (says  he  to  Eunomius,  who  was  plead- 
ing the  same  cause  that  you  now  are,)  **  to  speak  of  his 
^'  not  existing,  who  exists  necessarily,  who  is  the  Fountain 
**  of  Life  5  who  gave  being  to  all  things  that  are^?"  I 
render  rov  ovroog  oVra,  necessarily  exisiingj  because  it  always 
signifies  the  same  with  what  we  express  by  that  word. 
Again,  speaking  of  the  Eunomians,  he  says,  "  They  i/a5- 
^*  pheme  in  pretending  to  say,  the  Son  of  God  ever  was 
**  not  5  as  if  he  did  not  exist  ly  his  own  nature,  but  was 
**  brought  into  being  by  the  favour  of  God^/*  What  is 
this,  but  directly  and  flatly  denying  the  very  thing  which 
you  are  contending  for?  Against  which  you  set  an  ob- 
scure passage  or  two,  which  mean  nothing  of  what  you 
intend  by  them.  As  to  Basil's  first  expression,  of  the 
Father's  having  his  power  concurrent  with  his  wUl,  it 
signifies  only,  that  his  will  and  his  nature  are  the  same, 
coeval  with  each  other,  and  equally  necessary  in  this  case. 
Cyril  of  Alexandria  thus  expresses  the  same  thought, 
something  more  distinctly  than  Basil. 

*^  It  were  superfluous  and  silly  to  imagine  the  Father 
**  to  be  a  Father  either  unwillingly  or  willingly  ;  but  rather 
**  naturally  and  essentially^  For  he  is  not  unwillingly 
*'  whatever  he  is  naturally :  having  the  will  to  be  what 
**  he  is,  concurring  with  the  nature*/* 

aur^iyeAn  i*  vnt  ^tiovtdtov  wnytif,  rns  wmrfsfuis  iym^crnrif.  Conk'.  EWMm. 
lib.  ii.  p.  ^^. 

4  Oh  watv^  ^  Srra  W(»f»<ys^v»f9f  £  ^it,  rit  •fratf  ivra,  rnv  trn'^rt  nt  i-^f 
rn  triUi  r«t$  iZ^i  rS  tJvat  wa^tMnxif,     Boiil,  ccntr.  JSun,  U.  p.  56. 

^  Mil  t49»i  WTt  <r«»  Mtf  ri  BtS  fiXM^^/ilhrify  m  tij  /mv  iaWH  ^U9U  ft^  ffrmf 
X^i'fi  ^*  *U  TO  uif4u  iro  rv  Of Sf  wa^^^ipTM,     Ibid*  p.  57. 

•  nifiTTM  £9  lit!  g  &/imBis,  r»  yw  mftStX^ruf,  n  St>.9ir$it  y%vtnv9^  vvi^w 
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He  means  that  the  will  and  the  nature  are  both  to- 
gether coeviU  and  coeternal:  in  like  manner  as  God  always 
was  what  he  would  be^  and  always  would  be  what  he 
was.  The  like  thought  we  have  before  seen  in  Lactan- 
tius*.  Here  is  nothing  in  this  that  at  all  favours  your 
principles. 

As  to  the  second  citation  from  Basil,  the  passage  itself 
leads  to  the  meaning.  He  there  styles  the  Son  ctwroaya^ovf 
essentially  good,  as  proceeding  from  the  Fountain  of  essen- 
tial Goodness,  that  is,  from  the  Father  himself:  which  is 
no  more  than  saying,  that  he  is  Goodness  of  Goodness^  in 
like  manner  as  God  of  God, 

Come  we  now  to  Gregory  Nyssen,  where  the  reader 
will  admire  at  Dr.  Clarke's  pretences  and  yours  upon 
this  head ;  unless  you  take  up  passages  at  second-hand, 
without  ever  looking  into  the  authors  themselves.  The 
words  you  have  first  pitched  upon  are  these  ^ : 

*'  For  neither  doth  that  immediate  connection  between 
**  the  Father  and  the  Son  exclude  the  will  of  the  Father, 
^^  as  if  he  had  the  Son  by  some  necessity  of  nature,  with- 

^ufft»isy  vut^^fMv  ^X***  *7  ^^'^  ^'  ^iXiftf'iv  rv  itvat  &  if/.  Cyriil.  Diai.  ii.  de 
Trm,  p.  456. 

*  £x  seipso  est,  et  ideo  talis  est  qualem  se  esse  voloit.  Lactant  Inst.  lib.  li. 
cap.  8.  p.  161. 

Flotiiius,  before  any  of  tbem,  speaking  of  God,  says  that  his  tviU  was  con- 
cuning  with  his  existence :  and  he  and  his  will  are  the  same. 

'Xvv^^eftas  avris  ieiurf  ^iX*nr  murif  Civtit,  ^  rir»  ttf  0*%^  SiA4/,  tuu  ^  ^IXn^tg  ^ 
uhras  t»,    Plotm,  Enn.  vi.  lib.  viii.  cap.  13. 

T«  iivau  uym^of  rt  Ktti  iXitf/CMvy,  fp^ii  fth,  »vx  ix  ^tuXn^uts  ^«  tft'fi  /»<»  xCovk^rctg 
ToZrai  iffr  ^Xu  yu^  uvm  rauro  oTtf  Ifiiv  &u,  xmi  i^ratt  ourv,  Cyrii.  Thes* 
p.  56. 

oh  /ju*  xCovXvratf  »ai  i^tXnTms  iriv  aiyetB'of  S  yaif  Im,  n-nro  xeu  ^Xfiviv  irri» 
«0rf .    Jtham,  OraL  iii.  p.  615. 

«  Ovrt  ya^  n  dftta'ae  mSrn  ^tnA^etm  IxCaXXu  rfi9  jSvXvr/y  rv  tr«T^f ,  eiff  xttrd 
Ttvat  ^ua-utg  iftiyxtiv  aT^HU^irt^s  rof  vUv  W^tixoraf  ovn  fi  ^Xfi^if  iitcma^t  rS 
waT^of  Tov  viov,  &f  rt  hMrnfut  fitrte^u  wx^ft^iiCTOuffet,  itf  finrt  ixCeiXXuv  rod 
^yfucraf  rii¥  i^t  r^  $Mf  ^Xfifiv  ru  ytwn^tutroSy  •*»  tifo;^M^otffiiim»  If  ^  ruvee^u^ 
Ttis  7V  vl5  tsr^os  riv  tfari^a  iforfiTog,  /*nr$  ftn*  rh*  uiiectarav  imXtvttv  ^umfetatfy 

•r»f  Iv^ut^rat  rp  ytnn^u  (i^Xntas^  Gr^.  Nyss,  Oral,  viL  eontr,  Eunom, 
p.  206. 
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*^  out  bis  will  t  neither  does  the  will  divide  the  Sonirom 
^^  the  Father,  so  as  to  make  any  distance  betwixt  them.'^ 

Thus  far  Dr.  Clarke  quoted;  shaping  his  translatioiii 
with  little  hints  and  parentheses,  as  near  as  he  well  coold, 
to  his  own  sense ;  however  opposite  to  the  author's.  Let 
Gregory  go  on:  **  Let  us  neither  exclude  from  our  no- 
^^  tion  the  Father's  will  about  the  Son,  as  if  it  were  strut* 
^'  ened  (or  burden^)  in  the  connection  of  the  Son's  unity 
f^  with  the  Father ;  neither  let  us  dissolve  the  immediate 
^'  connection  by  considering  the  will  in  the  generation.'' 
Gregory  proceeds  to  tell  us,  that  to  will  what  is  good  is 
essential  to,  and  inseparable  from  the  nature;  as  also  to 
enjoy  the  thing  willed,  and  that  it  cannot  possibly  be 
conceived  without  it.  He  farther  illustrates  his  meaimig 
by  the  instance  of^re,  and  light  streaming  irom  it;  that 
if  the  fire  be  imagined  to  have  reason  and  will,  it  would 
choose  or  will  to  send  forth  its  streams  of  light,  according 
to  its  nature,  with  more  to  that  purpose. 

From  hence  it  is  manifest,  that  Gregory  intended  no 
more  by  will  than  we  mean  when  we  say  God  wills  his 
own  existence,  or  is  what  he  would  choose  to  be.  Whether 
this  be  a  proper  sense  of  will  is  not  the  question  :  but  it 
was  Gregory's  sense.  And  it  i?  plain  he  does  not  mean 
by  ^twix^  otviyxii  necessity  of  nature  in  the  modem  sense, 
but  such  a  necessity  as  lays  a  restraint  or  burden  upon  the 
will^,  would  be  an  imperfection,  or  a  pain  and  uneasiness 
to  the  person.  I  might  show  this  farther  by  many  a^d 
express  proofs  of  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son^ 


*  In  such  a  sense  Gregory  used  the  phrase  elsewhere. 

'O  )i  tivtiyuif  ^i/riwf  vin^wfUv»s  Ivt^ytt  it»  vravrig,  fiZX^tv  }l  ^dtr^^urhv  viNuUnf 
iim  II  fMi  fiiXMT»  rwrt  w»$i7v  fpy^nf^tv^fit  T*r#  pv^tttf.  Greg*  Nyse,  contr.  JSmh. 
lib.  i.  p.  44.  Paris.    Vid.  p.  49,  292. 

*Amy»ti  ^tf^Mn  is  constantly  spoken  of  as  an  imperfecHon,  or  miak  of 
subjection  or  servitude  :  for  which  reason  it  was  not  thought  applicable  to 
God. 

Naturct  necessiUu  used  in  that  low  sense  by  Hilary,  p.  97$,  99S,  lUS, 
1117. 
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occurring  in  this  very  treatise^  too  tedious  to  recite  at 
length :  I  must  refer  to  some  in  the  margin  y. 

Now  for  a  word  or  two  of  St.  Austin ;  and  then  we 
may  shut  up  our  inquiries  into  the  sense  of  the  ancients 
on  this  head.    You  tell  me  of  a  childish  quibble  of  St. 
Austin's,  (p.  255.)    I  gave  the  reader^  in  the  Appendix  to 
my  Defence,  an  account  of  what  Dr.  Clarke  and  you  call 
a  ^^  childish  quibble ;''  by^ which  it  may  sufficiently  ap- 
pear that  the  childishness  is  none  of  St.  Austin's.    It  is  no 
commendation  of  your  discretion  to  revive  the  memory  of 
a  thing  which  can  serve  to  no  purpose,  except  it  be  to 
expose  your  unacquaintedness  with  antiquity.    You  pre- 
tend to  tell  me,  that  I  ^^  repeat  the  same  quibble  in  my 
"  Appendix,  without  attempting  to  answer  the  Doctor's 
"  reasoning/'     But  the  design  of  my  Appendix  was  to 
show  that  the  Doctor  had  committed  an  error,  in  sup«» 
posing  that^St.  Austin  was  making  an  answer  to  such 
testimonies  as  the  Doctor  bad  produced;  when  he  was 
answering  nothing  but  a  mean  quibble  of  the  Arians 
about  nolens  volens.    As  the  Doctor  had  there  made  a 
slip>  for  want  of  knowing  or  considering  what  St.  Austin 
had  been  doing,  and  upon  what  occasion  he  had  saud 
what  he  did ;  for  the  Doctor's  credit,  you  should  have  let 
it  drop,  and  have  said  no  more  of  it.    The  colour  you 
would  now  ^ve  to  it  is,  that  my  answer  to  what  was 
objected  of  the  Son's  bein^  generated  by  will,  was  out 
Qf  St.  Austin ;  which  is  only  hqaping  mistake  upon  mis- 
take, and  defending  one  error  by  anotl^r.    Look  again 
into  my  Defence,  (voLi.  p.  89,  &c,)  and  you  will  find  I  was 
showing  how  necessary  emanation  might  be  and  had  been 
understood,  consistent  with  ivilL    St.  Austin  came  in  by 
the  bye  indeed^  but  he  was  not  cited  as  admitting  either 
nolens  or  volens  in  the  case ;  but  as  one  who  had  con- 
tented himself  with  retorting  the  objection  of  the  Arians 
upon  themselves.  I  therefore  passed  on  (p.  91.)  to  others, 

7  Qiit  futra  ^v^tH^  p.  1.  r«t7  ^yr*r;  ivrag,  understood  of  all  the  tiiree  Per- 
■onSy  p.  3.  iii  Svrof  ^iri^  i^rtf,  of  the  Son,  p.  4.  fva^  wv  0iir  i  Af,  p.  9.  Kfrcts 
Im-«|  p.  205,  272. 
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who  had  allowed  the  generation  to  be  ly  will,  and  I  inti- 
mated in  what  sense  they  allowed  it  r  not  in  any  such  sense 
as  Dn  Clarke  intended^  though  he  cited  those  very  men 
(Marius  Victorinus,  Basils  and  Gregory  Nyssen)  as  fa- 
vouring his  doctrine.  He  should  not  have  opposed  will 
to  necessary  generation,  when  citing  men  that  asserted 
loth  ;  and  who  understood  by  will  a  quite  different  thing 
from  what  he  did.  This  was  my  answer  with  respect  to 
citations  of  that  kind.  But  as  to  other  authorities  from 
Justin  Martyr,  &c.  I  allowed  will  to  be  taken  in  the 
Doctor's  sense:  and  my  answer  there  was,  that  they 
intended  it  only  of  the  vrpoiKev(riSy  not  of  the  eternal  ge-* 
neration. 

Upon  my  saying  in  my  Defence,  (vol.  i.  p.  89.)  that  you 
could  not  but  have  apprehended  my  meaning,  about  the 
difference  between  will  and  arbitrary  will,  had  you  re- 
tained in  mind  what  you  must  have  observed  in  the  read- 
ing of  the  ancients',  I  say,  upon  this  you  remark,  that 
those  ancients  were  really  "  moderns,**  (p.  259.)  and  that 
I  often  ^^  express  myself  in  this  ambiguous  and  unfair 
"  manner."  Yet  you  yourself  take  the  liberty  of  calling 
the  very  same  writers,  and  those  of  the  same  age,  "  an- 
"  cient  writers :"  such  as  the  Sirmian  Council,  Hilary, 
Basil,  Marius  Victorinus,  and  Gregory  Nyssen  5  to  whom 
Dr.  Clarke  had  appealed  in  his  Scripture  Doctrine  2^.  It 
was  to  obviate  those  testimonies  that  I  referred  you  to 
the  writers  of  that  time,  calling  them  ancients;  as  you 
yourself  have  since  done  twice  together,  (p.  256,  2&57O 
So  easy  is  it  to  condemn  another,  and  to  do  the  same 
thing  yourself.  It  seems  they  are  ancients  with  you, 
while  they  furnish  you  with  objections :  but  when  die 
same  writers,  or  their  contemporaries,  afford  solutions 
also,  then  they  become  modems.    But  to  return. 

The  sum  then  of  what  hath  been  said  is  this :  all  the 
Fathers  believed  the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Son : 
I  have  proved  it  of  several,  and  might  have  done  it  of 

•  Part  u.  sect.  17, 
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more,  were  it  necessary.  But  the  material  thing  was  to 
take  off  the  objection  of  the  voluntary  generation,  I  have 
done  it,  by  distinguishing  between  those  that  asserted 
only  a  temporal  generation,  (where  I  allow  will  to  be 
understood  in  the  strict  sense,)  and  those  that  asserted 
eternal.  As  to  ^he  latter,  none  of  them  ever  allowed 
generation  to  be  by  willf  in  your  sense  of  the  word.  They 
sometimes  admit  it  in  the  sense  of  upprobation^  and  they 
always  reject  necessity  of  nature  ;  meaning  by  it  extrinsic 
force^fate^  or  coaction,  never  what  we  now  understand  by 
it  when  applied  to  God. 

Having  thus  cleared  the  main  point,  it  remains  only  to 
take  some  notice  of  a  few  incidental  objections  you  have 
made;  which  could  not  before  be  brought  in,  without 
breaking  my  method  and  disturbing  the  connection. 

You  object,  (p.  253.)  that  if  this  be  the  case,  that  the 
Son  necessarily  exists  5  then  he  is  self-existent :  that  '*  if 
*^  the  sun  were  self-existent,  so  also  would  be  its  rays ; 

"  if  a  tree,  so  also  its  branches  : the  same  thing  par- 

"  tially  considered :— derivation,  origination,  causality, 
*^  generation,  in  such  a  case  are  figurative,  improper  ex- 
"  pressions.** 

By  this  then  I  perceive  I  have  been  doing  nothing  in 
searching  antiquity:  you  have  some  maxims  to  yourself 
that  must  overrule  all  authorities.  I  shall  answer  you 
what  I  think  sufficient,  i.  Allowing  your  plea,  the  con- 
sequence then  is,  that  the  Son  is  self -existent  as  well  as 
the  Father :  we  change  the  name,  but  retain  the  thing. 
And  now  we  shall  challenge  you  to  prove  either  from 
Scripture  or  antiquity ,  that  the  Son  is  not  self -existent ; 
provided  you  keep  steadily  to  what  you  have  said,  that 
whatever  is  necessary  is  also  self  existent.  If  this  maxim 
be  certain,  then  the  Son  is  self -existent  y  though  referred 
up  to  another,  and  I  have  proved  it  in  proving  his  neces^ 
sary  existence* 

But,  a.  I  answer,  you  appear  a  little  too  late  to  be  a 
corrector  of  the  language  of  all  the  ancients,  philosophers 
and  divines.  They  have  constantly  distinguished  the  ideas; 
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and  wherever  there  is  a  difference  of  ideas^  there  is  a 
reason  for  asaigning  different  names.  Who  does  not  see 
that  the  question  whence  a  thing  is,  and  the  question  what 
it  is,  are  very  different  questions  ?  Or  that  immutably 
existing,  and  existing  under  this  or  that  relation,  as  a 
father,  or  as  a  son,  are  quite  different  things  ?  And 
though  we  do  not  say  that  Father  and  Son  are  the 
same  thing  partially  considered,  where  there  ^re  no 
parts:  yet  we  admit  them  to  be  the  sam£  substance  di- 
versely considered,  under  distinct  relations  and  person- 
alities. 

You  refer  me  (p.  251.)  to  Modest  Plea,  p.  173,  where 
I  find  it  objected,  that  "  if  generation  were  necessary, 
*^  there  would  be  no  limitation  to  the  number  of  Persons.*' 
Yes,  the  number  wiU  be  limited  to  so  many  as  are  neces^ 
sary :  and  no  more  can  be  necessary  than  there  are  found, 
in  fact,  to  exist. 

It  is  farther  objected,  that  ^  in  Scripture,  the  begetting 
^'  of  the  Son  is  always  mentioned  as  an  act  of  the  Father ; 
^^  and  an  act  cannot  be  necessary.'*  But  show  me  that 
Scripture  ever  makes  it  an  act,  in  your  sense.  I  have 
heard  of  begotten,  I  never  read  that  it  was  a  voluntary  act, 
a  matter  of  choice;,  which  is  your  sense  of  act.  Scripture 
represents  it  by  the  relation  of  thought  to  mind^,  or  by 
the  otmaxffaff\i,ci,  the  shining  forth  of  light^  from  the  lu- 
minous fountain :  and  so  does  all  antiquity.  This  atisw^rs^ 
to  the  old  sense  of  begetting^  and  acting :  but  do  not  iiwent 
novel  senses  of  them,  and  still  pretend  Scripture  and  anii* 
qmty.  In  your  new  sense  of  begetting  and  acting,  there 
18  no  proof  either  in  Scripture  or  antiquity,  that  the  Father 
begat  or  acted :  and  now  what  have  yon  done  but  altered 

»  See  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  3.  «»  Ibid.  p.  92. 

•  hoydf  ytvvifAu,   Just,  M.  Dial.  183. 

Nee  dubitaverim  FiHum  dicere  et  radicis  firuticem>  et  fontis  fluvimn,  el 
loUs  radium ;  quia  omnisorigo  parens  est,  et  omne  quod  ex  origine  pvofertur 
progenies  est. 

Ttvvf  fbh  MP  M»)  i  nXM$  vhv  Mjfynf,    Euseb,  Eccl,  TheoU  lib.  i  cap.  12. 

Lux  splendorem  generat.    Ambros,  de  Fid.  p.  540. 

*A9r»vyarfi»  ytfffroi,    BctsU,  cotUr,  Eun,  p.  89. 
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names,  and  left  things  as  before?  Was  there  ever  truer 
pedantry  about  words  ?  You  may  call  generation ,  in  our 
sense,  metaphoricaly  if  you  please  5  though  you  have  no 
reason  to  give,  why  it  is  not  proper :  but  when  you  have 
done,  show,  if  you  can,  that  this  metaphorical  sense  was 
not  the  true  and  only  sense  wherein  it  was  understood 
both  by  Scripture  and  antiquity. 

You  object,  that  my  *^  distinction  between  will  and 
"  arbitrary  will  is  elusive  and  equivocating.**  But  I  pray 
excuse  it  for  the  Doctor's  sake;  who  makes  the  same 
distinction  <l,  in  other  words,  between  will  of  approbation 
and  will  of  choice}  which  is  all  that  I  mean. 

You  object,  that  the  doctrine  of  *^  necessary  emanations 
^^  was  Gnostic  and  Valentinian :"  which  you  can  never 
prove.  But  I  must  remind  you  that  Athanasius  charged 
upon  the  Arians  two  things  as  Gnostic  and  Vali^ntinian, 
which  undoubtedly  are  so :  one  was  their  bringing  in 
3iXijfta«,  will,  between  the  Father  and  hiB  Word:  another 
was  their  making  a  creature  Creator^.  Philastrius*  farther 
charges  them  with  borrowing  another  principle  JFrotti  the 
in&mous  Apelles,  (of  the  Marcionite  tribe,)  which  Was 
the  making  a  second  God,  a  creature  and  a  subject  of  the 
Jirst.  Not  to  mention  that  Bishop  Bull  had  run  up  your 
doctrines  to  the  old  Gnostics  ^  long  ago  *,  and  was  never 
yet  confuted,  nor  tever  will  be.  It  might  therefore  have 
been  more  prudent  in  you,  to  have  been  silent  on  this 
head. 

Now  we  have  mehtioned  the  matteir  of  necessfary  ema^ 
nations,  it  may  be  proper  to  hint  briefly  what  has  been 

'  ficHptnre  Doctrine,  |».  246.  ed.  2. 

fiikfi^tv  9f&$iyi7^B^at  l^iktv^t  rw  xiyw,    Athan,  p.  6()8. 

^  oVa  yk^  ^  ttyiyiX^  liifiMtf^yub  hn^^tH^t,  ttUfutrk  Imt  Mmi  tihrA,  m£v 
OlmXifTiff,  KMi  MM^nim^  mmi  BM^iXithf  t0mSt»  ^^iMSr<,  mm)  bfMS  U%ifm  inXttrai 
Tvyx^mrt.    Athan.  Orat,  n.  p.  489. 

9  Flulastiiiis  Her^  cap.  47. 

h  BulL  D.  F.  sect.  iii.  cap.  1. 
VOL.  III.  U 
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the  Church's  constant  doctrine  in  that  article.  It  occurs 
not  indeed  any  where  iHider  those  terms :  neither  does 
the  necessary  existence  of  God  the  Father.  The  ancients 
expressed  not  either  of  the  doctrines  in  those  terms :  so 
the  question  must  be,  not  about  the  namcy  but  the  thing: 
and  emanation  must  be  distinguished  according  to  its  two 
senses ;  as  either  signifying  the  Person  emaning,  or  the 
emaning  itself.  They  that  spake  only  of  a  temporal  pro* 
cession y  or  emanation^  could  not  mean  that  such  procession 
was  necessary.  Only,  as  they  held  the  necessary  existence 
of  the  Person,  proceeding  in  time,  but  always  existing  in 
the  Father  to  whom  he  belonged,  and  to  whom  he  is 
referred  ;  their  doctrine,  however  expressed,  comes  to  the 
very  same  that  has  been  since  called  eternal  generatiouy  or 
emanation.  They  that  held  eternal  generation  were  all 
in  the  principle  of  necessary  emanation,  directly  and  plainly. 
Only  the  word  emanation  (if  it  stands  for  awo/J^wt)  was 
either  approved,  or  otherwise,  according  as  understood : 
and  generation  was  the  more  common  name  for.  it.  All  is 
summed  up  in  this,  that  the  Son  is  necessarily  existirtgf 
but  still  o/*  Me  Father,  and  referred  to  him  as  his  heqid. 

You  pretend,  that  the  distinction  of  a  threefold  gene- 
ration is  groundless.  If  you  mean  that  single  writers  do 
not  speak  of  three  generations,  it  may  be  true  of  most 
of  them,  not  all:  for  an  exception  must  be  made  for 
some'i  who  plainly  acknowledged  eternal  ger^eration,  tern* 
poral  procession,  and  Christ's  incarnation.  But  taking  the 
Fathers  collectively,  there  is  demonstration  for  that  three- 
fold distinction  I  have  mentioned.  And  even  as  to  single 
Fathers,  though  they  did  not  give  the  name  to  all  the 
three,  they  acknowledged  the  things  meant  by  that 
name ;  as  I  have  fully  shown.  Which  of  the  three  is 
most  properly  called  by  the  name  of  generation,  is  a  very 
fruitless  question  r  it  is  manifest  that  that  name  was  given 
by  some  or  other  of  the  ancients  to  all  the  three. 

i  See  BnU.  D.  F.  p.  232.  AnimadT.  in  GUb.  Gierke,  p.  1054.  Fabricius  Not 
in  Hippolyt.  vol.  i.  p.  242. 
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You  object,  (p.  283.)  that  Irenaeus  argues  against  all 
internal  generations.  The  reader  may  see  that  matter 
handsomely  cleared  up  in  Massuet's  Previous  Dissertations 
upon  Ireneeus^. 

You  object,  (p.  285.)  ihat  the  notion  oi  consulstantiality 
(I  suppose  you  will  say  the  same  now  of  necessary  ex- 
istence)  is  far  from  inferring  equal  supremacy.  But,  having 
once  sufficiently  proved  his  necessary  existence,  and  took 
off  your  pretences  about  will,  (which  you  chiefly  trusted 
to,)  the  rest  will  create  no  difficulty  with  considering  men. 
As  to  your  weak  charge  upon  TertuUian,  &c.  about  angels 
and  souls  being  consulstantial  with  God,  it  has  been  an- 
sv^red.  YoCi  have  a  pleasant  argument,  (p.  271.)  that 
**  if  the  Son  was  generated,  by  the  will  and  power  of.  the 
'^  Father,  into  a  state  of  Sonship,  either  in  time  or  fronx 
"  eternity,  it  is  sufficient  to  distinguish  him  from  the  one 
^^  supreme,  self-existent,  immutable  God ;  who  is  inca- 
^^  pable  of  any  change,  even  so  much  as  in  any  mode  of 
**  ejfistence."  Your  argument  here. turns  upon  a  fanciful 
supposition,  that  all  generation,  whether  temporal  or  eter^ 
nal,  implies  mutability,  or  change.  But  be  pleased  to  make 
sense  of  what  you  have  here  said,. on  either  supposition. 
Suppose  the  generation  eternal,  what  sense  is  there  in  con- 
ceiving a  change  where  there  is  nothing  new,  no  state  ante^ 
cedent,  no  priv^  or  posterius,  which  every  change  implies  ? 
Suppose  it  temporal;  then  as  it  means  no  more  than  a 
manifestation,  exertion,  or  taking  a  new  office,  relation,  &c. 
what  change  is  there  in  all  this,  more  than  there  is  in 
God  the  Father,  upon  any  new  act,  manifestation,  exertion, 
of  power,  8cc.  ?  There  is  no  change  at  all  in  it,  no,  not  so 
much  as  in  any  mode  of  existence. 

I  have  now  run  through  all  that  I  find  material  under 
this  Query.  Upon  the  whole  it  appears^  that  the  ancients 
firmly  believed  and  professed  the  necessary  existence  of 
Go4  the  Son :  as  well  those  who  maintained  the  gene- 
ration to  be  temporal,  as  those  that  professed  it  eler^ 

k  Massuet  Praev.  Dissert,  p.  36,  128. 
U  2 
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naL  And  you  have  not  been  able  to  prove,  either  that 
tlie  former  thought  the  Son  an  attribute  only  before  his 
generation,  or  that  the  latter  ever  made  generation  to  be 
by  will,  m  any  sense  but  what  is  consistent  with  what 
we  now  call  necessary  existence  and  necessary  emanation. 

It  may  not  be  here  improper  to  throw  in  a  few  words 
about  the  several  similitudes  and  illustrations  made  use  of 
by  the  ancients  to  help  imagination,  and  to  give  men  a 
more  lively  sense  of  divine  truths.  They  are  all  of  them 
low,  and  infinitely  short  of  what  they  were  intended  to  re- 
present ;  some  of  them  perhaps  too  coarse,  and  such  as 
might  better  have  been  spared ;  but  writers  are  not  always 
upon  their  guard*  They  had  a  pious  design  in  adapting 
their  comparisons  to  the  very  meanest  capacities.  The 
resemblances  were  these ;  mind  and  thought,  light  and  its 
shiningy  sun  and  its  rays,  fountain  and  streams,  root  and 
branches,  seed  and  plants,  body  and  its  effluvia,  ^re  und  Jire, 
light  and  light j  water  and  streams* 

These  similitudes  were  intended  to  represent  the  con- 
substantiality,  or  coetemity,  or  both,  according  as  they 
were  most  fitly  adapted,  respectively,  or  mo4t  proper  to  re- 
present either,  or  both. 

The  comparisons  of  fountain  and  stream,  root  atid  branch, 
body  and  effluvia,  light  tod  light,  fire  atid  fir^,  and  such 
like,  served  more  peculiarly  to  signify  th^  consubstan- 
iiality :  but  those  of  mind  and  thought,  light  and  spkndofy 
(^  xa)  &ir^Y^pM,)  wer6  mote  peculiarly  calculated  to 
denote  coetemity  i  ab^traetkig  from  the  consideratidtt  of 
eonsni}stantiality.  For  thought  in  not  aiiy  thing  sutstatt' 
tiuli  and  I  know  not  whether  light,  SmaiyuorpM,  was  ever 
taken  to  be  so  by  the  ancient  Fathers.  It  is  certain  that 
sometimes  it  was  looked  upon  as  a  mere  energy  or  qua- 
\itjK  I  say  then,  that  coetemity  was  mote  fidy  repre- 
sented by  those  two  similitudes,  thah  t&nsubstantiality. 


1  Justin.  Martyr.  Dial.  p.  372.  Eoseb.  Ddm.  £vaiig.  lib.  vr,  c  3.  I)*- 
maaoen.  Y«d.  L  p.  135»  137.  Tlieodorit  in  Epiat  ad  Hebr.  c.  i.  ver.  3.  H«r. 
Fab.  lib.  y.  c  7.  p,  256. 
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Indeed  Ev^^bius  would  not  allow  that  ™  coetemity  was 
9ignified  in  the  similitude  of  light  and  splendor  ;  or^  I  may 
iQOre  properly  say,  luminous  body  and  light y  for  that  is  the 
meaning.  But  in  this  that  great  man  was  very  singular. 
Avd  though  Montfaucon's  censure  of  him,  as  commonly 
wresting  Scripture,  and  the  Church's  doctrine,  to  his  own 
private  fancies'^,  may  seem  rather  too  severe;  yet  it  is  cer- 
tainly true  of  him  in  this  instance :  unless  we  could  sup- 
pose that  parenthesis,  or  digression,  (for  such  it  seems  to  be,) 
fmsted  into  his  work  by  some  other  hand.  No  Catholic, 
before  or  after  him,  ever  talked  in  that  way,  but  quite  the 
contrary.  Origen**,  TheognostusP,  Dionysius  of  Alex- 
andria, and  Alexander,  (to  say  nothing  of  later  writers  <l,) 
give  a  very  difierent  account  of  that  similitude :  and  they 
are  more  to  be  regarded  than  Eusebius,  who  stands  alone 
in  his  account  of  it,  directly  thwarting  the  sense  of  all  the 
Catholics  his  contemporaries,  as  well  as  of  his  predeces- 
sors that  have  used  lU    But  to  proceed. 

It  is  observable  that  those  who  expressly  n>aintained 
the  temporal  generation  only,  as  Justin  Martyr,  Hippo- 
lytus,  land  several  others,  they  also  illustrate  it  by  mmiH- 
tudes ;  not  by  ^  and  avotiyao'fta,  so  far  as  I  have  ob- 
served, but  by  light  of  light,  ox^fire  from  another/oi^»/am 
and  streams.  They  have  sometimes  also  the  sun  and  its 
raysy  which  seems  to  me  to  amount  nearly  to  the  same 
with  fcp;  and  airaiyMrfut.    Those  writers  considered  the 

»  Euseb.  DemoBstr.  Evang.  1U>.  ir.  c.  3.  p.  147. 

■  Kihil  iUque  insoleai  si  EuaMva,  qui  pknunque  Scriptoraram  et  Ec- 
dense  dogmata  ex  sensu  et  opinione  sua  estimare  ausos  est,  in  multis  lapsus 
sit    Mont/,  Pnglim,  m  Euteb.  &c,  p.  29. 

•  &»if  yk^  ^s  Unr  i^tmvyu^fm  •¥»  J^i  rns  liUt  li^ntf  ?mi  r^Xft^rmt  Tig 
»^X^*  2f  iTmu  vUv  9rf§T$(n  tfvjf  Svrt,   Orig.  ap»  jUkanat,  p.  233. 

F,  Ov»  Viim^9  rit  Wrtf  i^iv(i^#«  if  r««  Wmt  «vr/«,  wSi  U  fiii  tfvmf  Ifl^M^^J^* 
kXXk  \»  v^t  rod  vrmrfn  •V9m$  t^v,  it  rtS  f§tris  ri  iwmvyu^fut,  it  Slmrot  »^ft*t. 
Tkeogn.  ap  Athanas,  p.  230. 

* Ji,9!uuya0fim  lii  &9  pmrit  i'ilUtff  W^urrmt  mk)  mttvU  mtZiit  Ifm,  Dionj^.  jilex. 
apuAAthcM,  p.  253. 

T*  ykf  iv'avya^fM  riif  )«(«(  ftii  tUtm  Xiym,  tuuu^  »«)  W  le^m^tmn  ^Stt. 
Jkxandr.  Alex,  apud  Theod.  lib.  i.  c.  4. 

4  See  some  testimonies  in  my  Senuons,  yol.  ii.  p.  148. 
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light,  not  only  as  breaking  forth,  or  streaming  out  from 
the  Father  absolutely y  (as  they  considered  it,  who  illustrated^ 
eternal  generation  thereby,)  but  also  relatively ^  in  respect 
of  the  creatures  ;  upon  whom  it  began  to  break  forth  arid 
shine,  when  the  Son  exerted  his  power  in  the  creation. 
Then  was  light  sprung  up  to  them  from  the  Father,  which 
light  had  been  before  eternally  in  and  of  the  Father,  not 
manifested  ad  extra^  not  sent  abroad,  as  they  would  ex- 
press it. 

You  give  hints  in  your  preface,  (p.  vii.)  and  book,  p.  285, 
and  elsewhere,  that  the  notion  of  the  ancients  was  no 
more  than  that  the  Son  was  from  "  an  internal  substantial 
*^  power  of  the  Father,  by  his  will,  without  any  division, 
**  abscission,  diminution,  &c.  as  one  fire  is  lighted  from  an- 
^^  other  :*'  but  you  represent  their  sense  very  partially,  or 
at  least  very  obscurely.  Their  plain  meaning  was,  that 
the  Son  was  really ^  and  not  nominally  distinct  from  the 
Father ;  which  they  signified  by  one  Jire  and  another : 
and  they  meant  farther  to  signify,  that  though  the  Son 
did  in  a  certain  sense  come  out  from  the  Father,  yet  he 
was  not  divided  from  him,  but  remained  still  really  in  him 
and  with  him.  I  have  set  the  principal  passages  in  the 
r  margin  J  which  may  serve  to  explain  each  other,  and 

'  Koyw  ytfvSifAtf,  «v  x«r«  dv-OTOfinvt  if  IXttrrta^vat  tm  iv  hfitv  Xoyof  it^oSaX' 
kifavof  (leg.  9'foCttkXofAtftv)  xa}  dirosdv  liri  vv^ety  ofifitv  eLXXt  ytvifitvof,  «v»  ik»r- 
viufUvu  i»ufw  i^  w  n  &f»ylf4t  yiyanf,  m^Xm  raS  etiirw  ftivrrcs  nm  to  t|  mvvw  «»«- 
^3iy  xoi  ro  ov  ^ttmreu  «ux  IXetTTi^av  \»iif»  t|  ou  ai^^Sfi.     t/ust.  Dial,  p.  183. 

Ou  xttr  MCTOfAfiv  it  ttitfifAi^i^e/tuvnt  'njf  V6U  vrMT^it  eifriag,  hrola  «•«  &XXm 
9rdvTa  fibt^tiofAtva  xai  TifAfo/avaf  oh  r«  ttvra  i^rtv  i  »ai  ir^h  t/kd^iimm.  Justmm 
p.  373. 

Tiywt  it  xurk  /ii^tfftovt  »v  xar  aTorofinv*  ri  yAf  avroTfAfi^lv  rov  it^irav 
Ht}^tiftfT*f  ri  h  /At^ifBiv  olxwofAtetf  rhf  al^fip  TQO^XaCif^  9ux  i^tZ  rov  dSif 
tSXfi^'Tai  irtiroitixif,  £r^  ykf  i<ri  fuas  )«)«#  ^mc  rhf  i|«>^/f  r«y  vroXXiv  ^aiiv  wk 
iXarrwreit  ro  (pif  ovrtt  xtu  o  Xoyot  it^tX^itv  ix  rns  rou  r'ar^og  itndfittMf'  ov» 
aXoyov  ^n^oinxi  rev  yiytvvnxSrm,     Tatian,  p.  22. 

n^»  yetf  r)  yinv^eu  rovrov  tT^^t  ffvfcSovXof,  lecvrov  vovv  xa}  ^^ivn^tv  ovrec*  ivori  « 
il^iXnviv  i  ^of  itoinfttt  ertc  ICovXtufttro,  rourov  rov  Xoyav  iyiwni'i  t^afo^xivf  ^t^at- 
roToxe*  ^dfffts  xrifftctSy  ou  xiva^us  etvros  rou  Xoyov,  aXXa  Xoyo*,  ytmmfas  fceu  r^ 
Xiytft  tttfTMf  haitmrrof  ofuXiv,      TTteoph,  j4nHoch.  p.  129. 

Nec  separatur  substantia,  sed  extenditur a  matrice  non  recessit,  sed 

.     excessit.    Tert,  JpoU  c.  21. 
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fiilly  to  ascertain  the  meaning.  It  would  be  tedious  here 
to  enter  into  the  particulars.  Upon  the  whole,  their 
meaning  was,  that  the  Son  so  cam^  out  from  the  Father, 
as  still  to  remain  in  him  :  it  was  an  economical^  not  a  real 
separation.  And  so  the  Father  did  not  leave  himself 
emptied  J  as  it  were,  of  his  Son,  by  his  sending  him  out  to 
create  and  to  transact  ail  matters  between  him  and  the 
creature. 

This,  I  doubt  not  to  say,  is  the  certain  and  the  full 
meaning  of  those  Fathers :  and  had  it  not  been  for  some 
persons  coming  to  read  them  with  the  notion  of  eternal 
generation  in  their  heads,  they  could  never  have  mis- 
taken so  plsun  a  matter  as  this  is,  of  the  Son's  being  sent 
out  economically  from  the  Father,  first  to  make^  and  next 
to  govern  the  creatures  :  which  mission,  manifestation,  or 
exertion,  is,  with  those  writers,  his  generation  :  as  it  was 
also  so  reckoned  even  by  many  of  the  Post-Nicenes,  who 
may  be  seen  in  the  margin ».     It  must  be  owned,  that 

Hsec  entprobola  Teritatis,  cnstos  unitatisy  qua  prolatum  dicimus  IWani, 
et  non  separatum.    TertuU,  contr.  Prax,  c.  8. 

Trinitas  per  consertos  et  connexos  gradus  a  Patre  decurrens,  et  monarcbite 
nibil  obstrepit,  et  oeconomue  statum  protegit.    TerL  ibid. 

Habes  FiHam  in  terris  ;  babes  Patrem  in  coelis.  Non  est  separatio  ista, 
sed  dupatiiio  divina.     Tert.  amtr,  Prax.  c.  23. 

■  Sdrent  Verbum  in  prindpio  Deuniy  et  boe  a  prindpio  apud  Deum,  et 
natum  esse  ex  eo  qui  erat,  et  hoc  in  eo  esse  qui  natus  est,  quod  is  ipse  est 
penes  quern  erat  antequam  nasceretur ;  eandem  sdlicet  setemitatem  esse  gig- 
nentis  et  geniti.    HUar.  tn  McU,  p.  742. 

Procedit  in  natiyitatem,  qui  erat,  ante  quam  nasceretur,  in  Patre,— 
cnjus  ex  ore  prodivit  unigenitus  Fllius,  cordis  ^us  nobilis  inquilinus :  exind^ 
visibilis  effectus,  quia  bumanum  genus  visitaturus  erat.  Zetu  Veron,  apud 
BuU,  p.  200. 

Ortos  babens  initium  in  navitate,  in  statu  non  babens.    Phcebad, 

Hoc  initium  habeat  Sapientia  Dd  quod  de  Peo  procetsit  ad  creanda  omnia 
tarn  cselestia  quam  terrena ;  non  quo  cieperit  esse  in  Deo.    Creata  est  ergo  • 
sapientia,  imo  genita,  non  sibi  qua  semper  erat,  sed  Ms  quae  ab  ea  fieri  opor- 
tebat.    Pseud,  Jmbros.  de  Fid.  c.  ii.  p.  349. 

'EyttvnS^,  fAZXX$v  h  ir^onX^iv  ai/rif,  xat  Tavrtri  Iv  rtf  tfttrfi  «5r,  la")  rh*  r£v  u^ 
avTdv  'ytyt¥ttf*ivtif9  h»»offin^tv,     Omstantin,  apud  Gelas,  p.  58. 

Ex  ore  quamlibet  Patiis  sis  ortus,  et  verbo  editu»; 

Tamen  patemo  in  pectore  Sophia  callebas  prius.  Prudent.  Hymn,  xi. 
p.  44. 
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Hilary  seencis  to  have  changed  hia  language  and  senti- 
ments too  afterwards :  or  else  he  held  a  generation  prior 
to  tbjs,  along  with  the  vpoihsva-is.  It  must  also  be  con- 
fessed^ that  the  Catholics  themselves  were  for  sojne  time 
pretty  much  divided  about  the  question  of  eternal  genera-- 
tion  ;  though  there  w^s  no  question!  about  the  eternal  ex- 
isj^^ce.  Whether  the  Aoyo;  i^night  be  rightly  said  to  be 
begotten  in  respect  of  the  state  which  was  antecedent  to 
the  ^rpoeXeuo-i;,  was  the  point  in  question.  Athanasius 
argued  strenuously  for  it^  upon  this  principle,  that  what- 
ever is  of  another,  and  referred  to  that  other  as  his  head, 
(as  the  AoyoSi  considered  as  such,  plainly  was,)  may  and 
pught  to  be  styled  Son,  and  begotten :  besides,  the  Arians 
bad  objected,  tihaX  there  would  be  two  wihegoHen  Persons, 
if  the  Aiyp^  ever  existed,  and  was  not  in  the  capacity  of 
SoUy  and  the  Church  had  never  b^en  used  to  the  language 
of  two  unhegottens.  These  considerations,  besides  the 
testimonies  of  elder  Fathers  who  had  admitted  eternal  ge- 
neration, weighed  with  the  generality  of  the  Catholics : 
and  so  eternal  generation  came  to  be  the  more  prevailing 
language,  and  has  prevailed  ever  since.  There  is  nothing 
new  in  the  doctrine  more  than  this,  the  calling  that  eternal 
generation  which  others  would  have  styled  the  eternal  ex- 
istence and  relation  of  the  A^yos  to  the  Father ;  which  at 
length  amounts  only  to  a  difference  in  words  and  names. 
This  appears  to  me  a  fair  and  full  account  of  that  matter, 
after  the  most  careful  and  impartial  search  I  have  been 
able  la  naake  into  the  ancients  upon  it ;  that  I  might  not 
deceive  either  myself  or  my  readers. 

In  conclusion,  since  you  have  been  pleased  to  call  upon 
me  for  satisfi^ction,  (p.  ^97.)  which  I  shall  be  always  ready 
to  pay  for  any  injury  I  have  really  done  to  my  readers ;  I 
now  leave  it  to  your  '^ingenuity  to  consider,  what  satis- 


Ver^  enim  et  one  voce  natum,  et  omnia  potentialiter  continens  Verbum, 
turn  Pater  actualiter  geneumi,  q^uando  c^luln  et  teiram^  quando  lucem  et 
CflBtera  fecit    Rupert.  Tuitiens.  ^ 

'  Athanasiiis  oontr.  Arianos^  Orat  4. 
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tis£action  you  ought  to  make  your  readers,"  for  the  fol« 
lowing  particulars. 

1.  For  carelessly  passing  over  the  many  and  plain  testi- 
monies I  produced  for  eternal  generation ;  from  Irenaeus, 
Origen,  Novatian,  Dionysius  of  Rome,  Dionysius  of 
Alexandria,  Methodius,  Pampbilus,  and  Alexander  of 
Alexandria:  as  to  which,  you  have  not  attempted  to 
show  that  I  have  misconstrued  the  passages,  nor  have 
you  endeavoured  to  reconcile  them  to  your  principles  j 
contenting  yourself  with  objecting  only,  instead  of  answer^ 
ingy  as  usual  with  you. 

^.  For  imposing  upon  us  the  spurious  or  interpolated 
Constitutions :  which,  you  know,  are  of  no  value  in  this 
controversy,  with  men  of  letters. 

3.  For  representing  the  Councils  of  Sirmium,  Sardica, 
Antioch,  as  undoubtedly  orthodox;  though  never  so  ac- 
counted, or  received  ^s  such,  by  the  Catholics  in  general, 
but  suspected  as  Arian  by  many,  and  that  very  justly. 

4.  For  your  several  unfair ,  not  to  say  manifestly  false 
traOAslations :  of  the  words  of  the  Sirmkm  Council,  p.  258, 
274.  of  Hilary,  p.  059,  ^75.  of  Tatian,  p.  270,  no.  of 
Basil,  p.  ^i. 

5.  For  representing  (p.  273,  287.)  Eusebius  as  giving 
the  ^nse  of  the  ancients  upon  a  point  wherein  all  the 
Catholics  befc^:^,  and  in,  and  after  hia  times,  are  flatly 
against  him,  (^s  many  as  speak  of  it,)  and  not  a  man  con- 
curring with  him.    ' 

6.  For  your  very  slight,  superficial,  and  elusive  answers 
to  the  many  Weighty  reasons  I  before  gave  in  my  Defence, 
(vol.  i.  p.  105.  to  III.)  to  prove  that  the  Logos  was  a  real 
wd  an  eternal  Person  (according  to  the  ancients)  antece- 
dently to  his  procession,  othermse  called  generaiion. 

Query  IX. 

Whether  the  divine  attributes,  Omniscience,  Ubiquity,  &c. 
those  individual  attributes,  can  be  communicated  without 
the  divine  essence,  from  which  they  are  inseparable  ? 

TO  this  you  say,  <*  it  is  sufficient  to  answer,  that  indi- 
^^  vidual  ^tttibutes  can  neither  be  communicated  with  nor 
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**  without  the  essence."  Your  reason :  **  because  comma- 
"  nication  of  an  individual^  without  the  communicator's 
'^  parting  with  it,  is  supposing  it  to  be  not  an  individual^ 
"  and  is  consequently  a  contradiction  in  terms,"  p.  301. 
Thus  far  you :  and  you  go  on  after  this  with  so  peculiar 
an  air  of  self-complacency  and  satisfaction,  that  one  would 
almost  think  you  weak  enough  to  imagine  you  had  said 
something  considerable.  The  great  difficulty  is  still  be- 
hind, to  determine  what  makes  an  individualy  or  to  fix  a 
certain  principle  of  individuation.  I  called  upon  you  for  it 
before  5  knowing  that  very  wise  men  thought  it  as  difficult 
a  problem  as  to  square  the  circle.  But  to  a  man  of  your 
abilities  nothing  is  difficult ;  you  can  solve  the  doubt  in 
three  words. 

You  undertake  it,  (p.  307.)  telling  me,  that  the  *^principle 
"  of  individuation  is  a  self-evident  thing/'  To  those  only, 
I  presume,  who  have  not  sagacity  enough  to  see  where 
the  difficulty  lies :  to  such  all  things  are  easy,  as  all  co- 
lours are  alike  to  men  in  the  dark.  Let  us  have  this  so- 
lution. "  It  is  that  by  which  any  one  thing,  be  it  simple 
^^  or  complex,  is  that  one  thing  which  it  is,  and  not  an- 
^^  other."  That  is  to  say,  it  is  that  by  which  any  thing  is 
an  individual.  And  pray  what  is  that  ?  Are  we  not  just 
where  we  were?  If  any  should  ask  you  what  is  the  cause 
of  the  motion  of  the  heart,  you  would  tell  them,  I  suppose, 
it  is  that  by  which  the  heart  is  made  to  beat ;  or  if  you  are 
asked  the  cause  of  the  tide,  it  is  that  by  which  the  waters 
are  made  to  ebb  and  Jlow.  Who  would  be  the  wiser  for 
such  discoveries  ?  You  have  not  told  me  what  makes 
an  individual;  but  you  have  signified,  in  other  words, 
what  is  meant  by  the  phrase,  principle  of  individuation^ 
which  I  knew  very  well  before. 

Having  laid  your  foundation,  such  as  it  is,  you  proceed 
to  build  upon  it.  *^  Two  beings,"  you  say,  ^^  may  be  one 
•*  complex  being,  but  they  cannot  either  of  them  be  that 
^*  one  being  which  this  is.  Two  substances  may  be  one 
"  complex  substance,  but  they  cannot  either  of  them  be 
"  that  one  substance  which  this  is."  Wonderful  edify- 
ing !  But  the  great  defect  is,  (and  it  is  strange  you  should 
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not  perceive  it,)  that  we  do^not  yet  know  what  we  are  to 
call  one  being  or  two  beings;  one  substance  or  two  sub^ 
stances :  if  that  were  settled,  any  child  could  go  on.     We  - 
must  therefore  stop  your  course  a  little,  and  bring  you 
i3ack  again  to  the  place  where  you  set  out.    -To  convince 
you  of  your  being  mightily  out  of  the  way,  let  me  put  a 
case  to  you.   Upon  Dr.  Clarke's  principles,  of  the  divine 
substance  being  extended,  I  desire  to  know  whether  this 
substance  which  fiUs  the  earth,  be  one  with  that  substance 
which  fills  heaven :  this  is  bringing  your  doctrine  of  indi^ 
viduals  to  the  test,  in  order  to  see  of  what  service  it  may 
be  to  us.    By  your  principles,  so  far  as  I  yet  perceive, 
this  substance  and  that  substance  must  be  two  simple  sub- 
stances, and  one  complex  substance.    I  wondered  indeed 
why  you  chose  the  word  complex,  rather  than  compound; 
which  signifies  the  same.    But  now  I  recollect  that  Dr. 
Clarke  had  declared  ^  against  God's  being  a  compound 
substance.     He  may  be  complex,  however,  upon  your 
hypothesis :  and  so  if  we  must  have  a  complex  Deity,  it 
may  as  well  be  with  a  Trinity  of  divine  Persons,  as  with- 
out.   Clear  your  own  schemes,  and  you  clear  ours  at  the 
same  time. 

Dr.  darkens  notion  of  individual  substance  appears 
plainly  to  be  this  5  that  if  the  substance  be  but  spiritual, 
and  there  be  no  disunion,  then  the  substance  is  one,  one 
simple  substance.  I  approve  of  his  notion  as  very  just : 
and  since  the  three  divine  Persons  are  supposed  by  us  to 
be  all  spiritual,  and  united  as  much  as  possible,  more 
closely  indeed  (being  equally  omnipresent)  than  you  sup- 
pose the  parts  of  the  divine  substance  to  be ;  I  say,  since 
these  things  are  so,  the  three  Persons 'may  be  one  indi-^ 

■  Dr.  Clarke*s  Answer  to  the  sixth  Letter,  p.  4.  His  words  ar6 ;  "  The 
*'  meaning  of  parts  is  separable,  compounded,  ununited  parts,  such  as  the 
*'  parts  of  matter ;  which  for  that  reason  is  always  a  eompound,  not  a  simple 
*'  substance.  No  matter  is  one  substance,  but  a  ?ieap  of  substances.  And 
*'  that  1  take  to  be  the  reason  why  it  is  a  subject  incapable  of  thought  Not 
*^  because  it  is  extended  j  but  because  its  parts  are  distinct  ^bstances,  nn- 
^'  united,  and  independent  on  each  other :  which,  I  suppose,  is  not  the  case 
**  of  other  substances." 
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vidual  substance^  upon  the  Doctor's  princiides^  one  stmpU 
and  uncompounded  substance ;  which  is  what  we  assert : 
and  if  the  substance  be  individual,  the  attributes,  we  hope^ 
may  be  so  too :  and  then  all  is  right.  You  are  used  to 
pay  a  deference  to  the  learned  Doctors  judgment  in  other 
matters;  do  so  in  this:  or  if  you  are  resolved  to  debate 
the  pointy  dispute  it  first  with  him  :  he  may  probably  give 
you  good  satisfaction^  and  save  me  any  farther  trouble. 

You  are  (^spleased  with  me  (p.  309.)  for  mentioning 
parts  of  the  diwTie  substance.  But  let  your  displeasure  fall 
where  it  ought,  upon  the  learned  Doctor;  who  having 
subjected  the  divine  substance  to  extension,  has  necessarily 
introduced  parts;  there  being  no  extension  where  there 
are  not  parts.  Besides  that  the  Doctor  has  expressly  ad- 
mitted parts,  provided  only  they  be  not  separable,  com- 
pounded  parts,  which  I  chaise  you  not  with.  You  say, 
indeed,  that  instead  of  parts^  I  should  have  said  '^  partial 
'^  apprehensions  of  its  omnipresence/'  But,  I  beseech 
you,  put  me  not  off  with  words,' nor  with  such  answers 
as  you  would  not  yourself  admit  in  another  case.  I  am 
talking  of  the  divine  substance,  which  is  not  made  up  of 
apprehensions,  but  of  somewhat  real;  which  (upon  your 
and  the  Doctor's  hypothesis)  must  be  called  extended  parts. 
You  would  laugh  at  us,  if  we  should  tell  you  that  the 
three  Persons  are  three  partial  apprehensions,  when  you 
ask  us  what  they  are;  whether  beings  or  not  beings.  Do 
not  therefore  put  us  off  with  empty  sounds,  when. we  ask 
you  the  like  questions  about  the  parts  of  the  divine  sub- 
stance; whether  Beings  or  one  Being;  and  if  one  Being, 
whether  one  individual  Being;  and  if  so,  whether  simple 
OF  complex.  By  that  time  you  have  furnished  out  proper 
answers  to  these  questions,  all  that  you  have  objected 
about  individual  will  drop  and  dwindle  into  nothing. 
And  it  will  be  great  satisfaction  to  us  to  observe,  how 
handsomely  you  can  plead  on  the  opposite  side,  and  how 
ingeniously  you  can  unravel  your  own  sophistry.  You 
may  at  length,  perhaps,  ^  sensible,  that  all  the  difficul- 
ties, you  have  r^sed  about  individual,  numerical,  specific. 
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8cc.  resolve  only  into  this ;  that  we  know  not  precisely,  in 
all  cases,  what  to  call  individual,  or  numerical,  or  specific. 
You  have  a  very  distinct  notion  (in.  your  way  of  thinking) 
of  any  two  parts  of  the  divine  substance :  and  yet  you 
know  not  whether  it  be  proper  to  say,  that  this  part  is  m- 
dipiduaUy  and  numerically  the  same  substance  with  the 
other  part«    You  would  be  as  much  puzzled  about  5pe- 
cific;  since  you  would  hardly  think  it  sufficient  to  say, 
that  they  are  specifictdly  one  and  the  same  substance. 
Learn  therefore,  from  hence,  to  distinguish  between  diffi^ 
culties  relating  to  things,  and  difficulties  about  names  only. 
You  attempt  to  answer  what  I  had  urged  in  my  Defence, 
vol.  i.  p.  208.  where  I  had  atgued  agsdnst  the  same  wisdtmi, 
gbodness,  or  any  odier  attributes,  being  supposed  to  reside 
in  iniinitdy  distant  parts.    I  thought  no  maxim  clearer 
than  this,  that  attributes  of  any  subject  reach  not  beyond 
their  subject :  and  therefore  whatever  attribute  is  in  this 
jsubstance,  cannot  he  also  in  that  substance  $  unless  this 
substance  be  that  substance.    I  did  not  urge  thes6  things 
^s  being  of  any  real  weight  in  themselves  |  but  only  as 
having  the  very  same  weight  as  your  objections  against 
the  doctrine  of  the  llessed  Trinity  have,  or  ought  to  have : 
and  I  was  to  convince  you  of  the  folly  of  Wading  beyond 
your  depth.    You  have  answers,  such  as  they  are,  ready 
for  every  thing  5  ekher  to  show  that  you  know  more,  or 
else  faiow  less  thto  wise  men  do :  for,  it  is  one  degree  of 
knowledge  to  be  sensible  of  one's  ignorance.    You  tell 
me  that  the  '*  game  individual  moment  of  time  is  every 
^^  where,  and  the  same  individual  truth  is  every  where.'' 
Admkthig  this,  why  then  may  tiot  the  same  individual 
iaisdom,  power,  &c.  be  in  three  Persons  ?  But  if  I  shpuld 
ask  yoU  to  give  me  any  distinct  notion  of  the  same  indi- 
vidual mom^t  Or  the  same  individual  truth  being  every 
where^  possibly  you  might  be  strangely  confounded.   Is 
^this  moment  Otthis  truth  subst&nce  or  attribute?  If  at^ 
tribute^  what  is  the  sulject  of  it  ?  If  the  divine  substands 
be  the  subject^  how  cttn  these  truths  and  these  moments 
teside  ih  an  extended  subject,  without  being  ^ioextended? 
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And  how  can  the  attributes  of  one  part  be  the  attributes 
of  another  part,  any  more  than  the  extension  of  one  is  the 
extension  of  another?  However,  since  you  have  been 
pleased  to  admit  that  this  individual  truth  and  that  indi- 
vidual moment  are  "  entirely  in  the  whole,  and  entirely  in 
^^  every  part  of  the  universe ;"  we  shall  want  a  good  rea- 
son why  the  same  individual  attributes  may  not  be  en- 
ttrely  in  the  whole  Trinity,  and  entirely  in  every  Person 
of  it.  But  you  will  say,  that  you  suppose  the  attri- 
butes common,  and  not  communicated :  and  so  there  will 
be  a  difference  between  your  hypothesis  and  ours.  But, 
as  the  main  difficulty  lies  in  conceiving  the  same  attri- 
butes to  be  entirely  in  the  whole,  and  entire  in  every  Per- 
son; this  being  happily  got  over,  the  other  will  create  na 
difficulty.  It  is,  as  easy  to  conceive  the  same  thing  com^ 
mon  in  this  manner,  as  common  in  that  manner :  for  there 
is  no  other  difference  but  in  the  manner,  between  common 
and  communicated.  Having  thus  dispatched  the  main 
point,  relating  to  the  principle  of  individuation,  (which 
stands  just  where  it  did,)  you  will  not  expect  any  farther 
answer  to  such  objections  as  turn  only  upon  the  uncertain 
meaning  of  individual. 

I  freely  own  my  ignorance,  that  I  am  not  yet  got  be- 
yond the  common  School  definition :  Individua  sunt  qucB 
dividi  non  possunt  in  plura  ejusdem  nominis,  et  natur(B  sin- 
gularis.  Individual  is  something  undivided,  in  such  re- 
spect as  it  is  conceived  to  be  one :  and  one  is  something 
single,  and  not  multiplex,  in  that  respect  wherein  it  is  con- 
ceived to  be  one.  I  pretend  not  to  make  any  man  wiser 
by  such  an  account  as  this :  but  it  is  proper  to  confess  our 
ignorance  where  we  know  nothing.  This,  however,  I 
pretend  to  be  certain  of,  that  every  individual  is,  upon 
your  principles,  made  up  of  parts;  and  that  all  oneness,  or 
sameness,  is  by  union  of  parts :  otherwise  there  is  nothing 
in  the  world  Uiat  you  can  call  one  substance,  or  same  sub^ 
stance,  at  all.  Now,  if  union  makea^  oneness,  or  sameness^ 
you  will  be  extremely  puzzled  to  find  out  any  union  closerj 
or  stronger,  or  higher,  than  that  union  which  we  conceive 
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to  be  among  the  three  Persons.  Why  then  may  they  not 
be  one  individual  Substance,  Being,  God?  Or  the  same 
individual  Substance,  Being,  God  ?  I  like  what  St.  Ber- 
nard^ has  said  of  this  matter ;  and  leave  you  to  confute  it 
when  you  are  able. 

I  may  here  take  some  notice  of  the  author  of  the  Appeal 
to  a  Turk,  See.  who  thinks  it  strange  we  should  pre- 
tend to  know  that  three  Persons  are  one  Being,  when,  by 
our  own  confession,  we  know  not  precisely  what  makes  one 
Beingy  nor  can  fix  upon  any  certain  principle  of  indivi^ 
duation,  p.  54.  Now,  as  to  the  fact,  that  three  Persons 
are  one  Gody  or  one  Being,  we  pretend  to  know  it  from 
Scripture :  but  as  to  the  manner  how  they  are  united,  we 
know  it  not  at  all.  I  suppose,  we  may  know  that  soul  ^ 
and  body  are  so  united  as  to  make  one  wan;* though  we 
understand  not  the  nature  of  the  union :  or  that  the  part* 
of  matter  cohere,  though  we  imderstand  not  the  manner  or 
cause  of  their  cohesion.  And  if  we  are  puzzled  in  account- 
ing for  the  union  of  things  so  familiar  to  us,  and  suited  to 
Qur  capacities,  what  wonder  is  it,  if  our  thoughts  are  lost 
in  accoimting  for  the  divine  union  of  the  tremendous  Deity  ? 
It  is  one  thing  to  know  that  three  Persons  arc  one  God, 
another  to  know  what  makes  them  one.  If  the  author's 
objection  lies  only  against  calling  the  Persons  one  Beings 
as  not  being  scriptural;  we  shall  be  content  if  he  admits 
them  to  be  one  God,  or  one  Jehovah,  which  is  evidently 
Scripture  doctrine.  His  reasoning,  p.  56.  is  of  the  same 
size  for  acuteness  and  penetration  with  what  he  has,  p.  54. 
If  we  have  no  idea  of  the  manner  how  two  may  be  one, 
he  will  infer,  that  **  we  have  no  idea  either  of  two  Persons 
^*  or  of  one  God.*'  That  is  to  say,  if  we  have  no  idea  of 
the  manner  how  soul  and  body  make  one  man,  we  have 
QO  idea  of  soid,  or  body^  or  of  one  man.  Now  the  case  is 
this ;  we  have  an  idea  of  the  Persons  united,  and  we  un- 

*  Inter  omnia  quae  recte  unum  dicantur,  arcem  tenet  Unitas  Trinhatis ; 
qua  Persons  tres  nna  substantia  sunt :  secundo  loco,  ilia  praecellit,  qua,  e 
oonrerso,  tres  lubstantise  una  in  Christo  persona  sunt.  Bernard,  de  Conf^ 
lib.  V.  4:.  8. 
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derstand  that  they  are  one,  having  a  confuse  general  idea 
of  unity :  but  as  to  the  internal  cause,  or  particular  man- 
ner of  the  union^  we  have  no  idea  of  it.  What  is  there 
strange  or  surprising  in  this^  unless  it  be  strange  for  ignO' 
rant  creatures  to  know  only  in  part,  and  to  be  able  to 
understand  something  without  knowing  every  thing?  But 
to  return  to  you. 

I  shall  now  look  back,  to  see  if  there  be  any  incidental 
passages  under  this  Query  deserving  notice.  Page  303, 1 
find  you  endeavouring  to  prop  up  the  Doctor's  aphorism, 
that  **  necessary  agents  are  no  agents,  and  necessary  causes 
*^  no  causes.*'  This  is  also  strife  about  words;  in  which 
the  cause  is  nothing  concerned.  For  aduditting  all  you 
would  have,  it  comes  to  this  only  5  that  the  ancients  have 
improperly  called  the  Father  an  Agent,  or  Cttiise,  in  re- 
spect of  the  generation:  the  doctrine  will  stand  exactly  as 
before,  only  in  other  terms.  And  you  must  not  pretend 
to  change  the  sense  of  the  ancients  in  respect  of  the  words 
act  or  cause;  and  still  appeal  to  their  expressions  as  coun- 
tenancing your  noijel  notion^ :  thai  will  be  affronting  thi 
readers  indeed.  But  let  us  inquire  a  little  into  this  new 
philosophy.  I  asked,  whiether  aii  Infitiitely  active  Being 
can  ever  cease  to  act  ?  To  which  you  answer  not  a  word. 
I  asked,  whether  God's  loving  himself  (which  is  loving 
every  thing  that  is  good,  and  which  general  love,  or  iw- 
tural  propensity,  seems  to  be  the  prime  mover  in  all  the 
divine  acts)  be  not  acting  P  To  which  you  reply  nothing. 
1  believe  we  are  almost  out  of  our  depth  here,  and  might 
more  modestly  leave  the  divine  acts  to  that  divine  B^ing 
who  aloiie  understands  the  nature  of  them.  But  since 
you  pretend  to  be  wise  in  such  high  things,  I  may  put  a 
few  questions  to  you  concerning  them.  Ydu  say,  '*  the 
^*  essence  of  action  is  exerting  of  po^Arer,  and  the'will  b 
"  the  original  of  all  exerting  of  power."  Well,  let  action 
be  exerting  of  power:  Does  God  never  naturally  or 
necessarily  exert  any  power  ?  Who  can  be  wiae  enough 
to  know  these  things  ?  But,  the  "  will  is  the  ori^al:'* 
and  is  not  the  will  itself  determined  by  essential  wisdono, 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qv.iK.  OF  SOME  gUERIES*  305 

goodness,  and  truth  ?  And  why  is  not  that  as  much  the 
original  which  jjatermines,  as  that  which  is  determined ) 
How  is  it  that  God  cannot  but  will  good,  cannot  but  will 
happiness :  as,  on  the  other  hand,  he  cannot  but  nill  evil, 
cannot  but  fiill  unhappiness  ?  Are  approving  and  disap^ 
proving  the  same  with  knowing  good  and  evil  ?  Or  does 
he  not  rather  approve  and  disapprove^  because  he  knows 
why?  How  hard  a  thing  then  is  it  to  distinguish  between 
what  shall  be  called  acis^  or  actions,  and  what  not  ?  You 
have  discarded  all  that  in  common  speech'  passes  under 
the  name  of  action.  Walking,  riding,  running,  are  no 
acts :  they  are  bodily  motions,  following  the  impulses  of 
something  else  that  moves  and  actuates.  Human  acts 
must  be  confii^  to  what  is  mvisibUj  to  what  passes  in 
the  dark  recesses  df  our  minds.  And  here  our  ideas  are 
very  defective  and  obscute ;  and  our  language  almost  all 
improper  and  metaphorical ;  taken  from  bodily  motions, 
which  are  no  acts.  We  may  divide  the  powers  or  facul« 
ties  of  the  mind  into  perceptive  and  active :  and  we  may 
call  the  latter  by  the  name  of  will.  But  still  what  is 
that  perpetual  activity  of  the  mind,  that  general  pursuit 
of  happiness,  and  avoidance  of  inisery,  which  is  not  naerely 
perceptive,  and  yet  is  necessary  and  unavoidable  t  It  WiU 
be  said,  perhaps,  that  it  is  natural,  resulting  from  our 
nature ;  that  is,  from  God,  who  gave  us  our  nature  :  aiid 
so  herein  we  act  not,  but  are  acted  upon.  Be  it  so ;  let  usi 
next  go  higher,  to  the  first  cause  of  all  things :  are  therer 
no  natural  and  necessary  propensities  there,  no  natural  or 
necessary  aversions;  in  a  word,  no  willings  and  nillings, 
virhich  are  as  necessary  as  it  is  to  exist  ?  Yet  they  are  acts, 
internal  acts ;  and  the  ground  of  all  exterrml :  or  else  we 
know  not  what  acts  are.  But  enough  of  this  matter; 
which,  as  I  before  observed,  is  entirely  foreign  to  the 
cause: 

You  object,  that  the  Father  is  not  amo^,  (as  Basil  styles 
him,)  if  the  Son  necessarily  coexists  with  him.  But  he  is 
airtos,  notwithstanding,  in  Basil's  sense  of  a?rto^,  in  the 
ancient  sense  of  amos,  when  necessary  causes  were  styled 

VOL.  III.  X 
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causes:  and  can  any  thing  be  more  ridiculous  than  to 
plead  ancient  phrases,  and  not  to  take  them  in  their  an- 
cient  sense  ?  Could  not  I,  in  this  way,  quote  Dr.  Clarke, 
Mr.  Whiston,  Mr.  Emlyn,  (and  indeed  whom  not  ?)  as 
being  perfectly  in  my  sentiments ;  let  me  but  put  a  sense 
upon  their  words  as  1  please,  however  contrary  to  the 
known,  certain  sense  of  the  author's  ?  Was  there  ever  a 
wilder  method  of  supporting  an  hypothesis  ? 

You  have  something,  p.  305,  which  is  reasonably  put, 
and  deserves  consideration.  I  had  pressed  you  with  in- 
superable difficulties  relating  to  the  omnipresefice,  and 
other  undoubted  truths.  To  which  you  reply,  that  the 
<^  omnipresence  is  a  truth  demonstrated  by  reason,  and 
**  affirmed  in  Scripture;"  which  our  doctrine  is  not,  at 
least  not  so  certainly  :  that  therefore  though  the  difficult 
ties  be  equal,  here  and  there,  yet  the  positive  evidence  is 
not.  You  wiJl  forgive  me  for  putting  your  argument 
somewhat  clearer  and  stronger  than  you  had  done.  Now 
to  this  I  answer,  that  our  positive  evidence  from  Scripture 
IS  very  great  and  full ;  as  hath  been  often  shown.  I  will 
here  mention  but  one  argument  of  it,  viz.  that  you  have 
not  been  able  to  elude  our  proof  of  the  Son^s  divinity, 
without  eluding,  at  the  same  time,  every  proof  of  the 
Father's  divinity  also  j  as  I  have  shown  abovex.  Is  not 
this  a  very  sensible  and  a  very  affecting  demonstration  of 
the  strength  of  our  Scripture  p^-oofs?  You  add  farther, 
that  our  doctrine  is  "  impossible  to  be  understood."  A 
groundless  calumny,  which  I  confuted  at  large  2.  Is  om- 
nipresence  impossible  to  be  understood,  which  you  say 
can  be  demonstrated  ?  or  is  our  doctrine  more  hard  to  be 
conceived  than  that  is?  But  you  pretend  an  insuperable^ 
difficulty  in  our  scheme,  that  it  makes  more  supreme 
Gods  than  one :  which  is  another  calumny  as  groundless 
as  the  former.  You  ask,  are  not  two  supreme  Gods, 
though  undivided,  two  supreme  Gods?    Yes,  certainly; 

y  Page  230,  &e.     ' 

■  Defeiice>  Tol.  i.  p.  218,  &c* 
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but  two  supreme  Persons,  that  is,  two  equally  supreme  in 
nature,  (though  not  in  order,)  and  undivided  in  substance, 
are  not  two  Gods,  but  one  God.  You  add,  that  nnaking 
<^  one  substance"  is  not  the  same  thing  with  making 
**  one  God."  To  which  it  is  sufficient  to  say.  How  do  you 
know  ?  or  how  came  you  to  be  wiser,  in  this  partictdar, 
than  all  the  Christian  churches  early  and  late?  The 
heathens,  you  tell  me,  did  not  pretend  that  their  sul>» 
ordinate  deities,  though  consubstantial,  were  equally  su^ 
preme.  They  were  therefore  the  more  sflly  in  supposing 
them  consubstantial,  and  not  supreme;  that  is,  of  the  same 
nature,  and  yet  of  a  different  nature*  But  the  heathens 
were  farther  wrong  in  making  more  deities  than  one,  su«» 
preme  and  inferior :  wherein  you  copy  after  them,  adopt- 
ing their  Polytheism,  and  paganizing  Christianity,  as  Dr« 
Cudworth  expresses  it. 

You  accuse  me,  (p.  311-)  as  ^*  presumptuously"  callhig 
my  doctrine  "  the  doctrine  of  the  blessed  Trinity,"  in 
opposition  to  yours.  But  why  will  you  give  yourself 
these  afiected  airs  ?  Great  presumption,  indeed,  to  believe 
that  the  Cuthdic  Church  has  kept  the  true  faith,  while 
Eunomians  and  Arians  made  shipwreck  of  it.  But  it  is 
high  presumption  in  a  few  private  men  to  revive  old  here- 
sies, and  to  talk  as  confidently  of  them,  as  if  they  had 
never  been  confuted.  A  modest  man  would  be  apt  to 
distrust  his  own  judgment,  when  it  runs  counter  to  so 
many  eminent  lights  of  the  Christian  Church,  and  has 
been  so  often  condemned  by  the  wiser  and  better  part  of 
the  Christian  world.  A  becoming  deference  would  appear 
well  in  a  case  of  this  nature :  nor  do  I  know  any  thing 
short  of  infallibility  that  can  either  warrant  or  excuse 
this  big  way  of  talking  which  you  affect  to  appear  in. 

You  intiuKUe,  (p.  3 11.),  that  it  is  not  reason,  but  Scrip'* 
tuxe  you  appeal  to ;  and  that  you  will  here  join  issue  with 
me,  apart  from  metaphysical  hypotheses.  Agreed :  dis<» 
charge  then  your  metaphysics  for  the  future  5  let  us  hear 
no  more  of  self-existence,  to  divide  the  Father  from  the 
Son,  when  Scripture  tells  us  they  are  one.    Let  us  no 
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more  be  told,  that  begetting  is  an  aciy  and  every  act  is  of 
the  will :  this  is  all  metaphysicaL  Wave  all  farther  dis- 
course about  specific^  and  individual^  and  intelligent  agent j 
and  the  like,  to  hinder  plain  Christians  from  seeing  that 
Scripture  makes  no  mope  Gods  but  one ;  never  supposes 
the  Son  another  God,  nor  admits  Father  and  Son  to  be 
ivoa  Gods.  Drop  your  pretences  about  subordination  of 
^ffitesy  as  iitiplj/ing  distinct  authorities^  unequal  power, 
independence  on  one  hand,  suljeciion  on  the  other :  such 
reasonings  are  metaphysical.  Let  us  hear  no  more  that 
three  divine  Persons  roust  be  three  personal  Gods,  three 
Beings^  three  Substances;  and  that  there  can  be  no  Unity 
of  Godhead,  but  identical  personal  Unity,  confined  to  one 
Person  solely:  these  are  metaphysics;  deep,  profound 
melapkysics.  Tell  us  no  more  that  derived  and  underived 
powers  cannot  be  the  same  powers,  nor  any  equality  stand 
with  the  distinct  relations  or  offices  of  a  father  and  a  son. 
Give  up  your  famed  dilemma  against  the  Unity,  that  each 
Person  must  be  either  the  same^  whole^  identical  sub- 
stance, or  else  an  homogeneous  undivided  part  of  that  sub- 
stance :  and  your  other  dilemma^  that  the  Persons  must 
either  have  the  same  identical  life,  or  distinct  identical 
lives  ;  neither  of  which  (you  imagine)  can  stand  with  our 
pritkciples.  These  are  abstract  metaphysical  speculations, 
fUch  as  never  disturbed  the  churches  of  Christ,  until  many 
years  after  ihey  had  professed  their  faith  in,  and  paid 
theiir  tmrship  to,  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  as  the 
one  true  God.  Wave  these  things  for  the  future,  and  we 
%\a!A  reiadily  join  issue  with  you  upon  Scripture  alone ; 
and  sliall  then  believe  that  you  mean  what  you  say,  when 
ycra  hereafter  plead  for  the  laying  aside  of  metaphysics. 
We  desire  no  metaphysics  but  in  our  own  necessary  self* 
deievice :  if  you  begin  in  that  way,  we  must  also  enter 
the  lists  in  the  saame  way,  and  o^p>pose  false  metaphysics 
with  true;  to  show  the  world  your  wand^*ings  attd  your 
imocttisistencies^  even  in  what  you  most  rely  upon,  maA 
(tbongh  yon  will  not  own  it)  almost  solely  trust  to.   . 
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Query  X* 

Whether,  if  Ihey  (the  attributes  belonging  to  the  Son)  be 
not  individually  the  samey  they  can  be  any  thing  more 
than  faint  resemblances  of  themj  differing  from  them  as 
finiteyVom  infinite ;  and  then  in  what  sense^  or  with  luhal 
truth  can  the  Doctor  pretend  that  all  divine  powers,  ex-r 
cept  absolute  supremacy  and  independency^  are  commUr 
nicated  to  the  Son?  And  whether  evSy  being,  besides 
the  one  Supreme  Being,  must  not  necessarily  be  a  creature 
and  finite ;  and  whether  all  divine  powers  can  be  com» 
mtmicated  to  a  creature, ^  infinite  perfection  to  a  finite 
being  ? 

I  FIND  nothing  in  your  farther  reply  (which  is  no 
reply)  to  this  Query,  but  what  I  have  fully  obviated  in 
tny  Defence,  and  now  in  my  answer  to  the  other  Queries 
above.  All  that  the  reader  can  learn  from  what  you  have 
here  said,  is,  that  if  the  question  be,  what  it  is  not,  viz.* 
Whether  the  Son  be  the  Father ;  you  have  something  to 
.plead  for  the  negative :  but  if  it  be,  as  it  really  is,  Whether 
the  Son  be  a  creature  and  finite ;  you  have  nothing  to  say 
to  it.  The  evidence  is  so  full  and  strong  against  you,  that 
you  dare  not  submit  it  to  a  fair  hearing.  Allow  you  but 
to  wrap  yourself  up  in  ambiguous  terms,  supremacy,  self* 
existence,  individual,  &c.  and  you  are  willing  to  hold  on  a 
frivolous  and  tedious  dispute,  of  no  benefit  to  the  readers : 
but  bring  you  down  to  plain  sense  and  fixed  terms,  then 
you  draw  off,  and  take  your  leave.  A  conduct  suitable  to 
such  a  cause,  but  very  unworthy  of  the  hands  engaged 
in  it. 

Query  Xf. 

Whether  if  the  Doctor  tmsans  hg  Ji^ine  powers^  powers  giwU 
iy,  Giod^  {in  the  same  sense  as  angelic  powers  tWM  dtvanft 
powers,)  only  in  a  higher  degree  ihtm  asv  given  t$  atier. 
bm^S  it  (m  mt  tfluuojoeding,  ttmi  sayingmMng^  nth- 
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thing  that  can  come  up  to  the  sense  of  those  texts  before 
dtedy  or  to  these  following  P 


Applied  to  the  one  God« 

Thou^  even  thou^  art  Lord  alone ; 
l^ou  hast  made  heaven,  the  heaven 
of  heavens,  with  all  their  hosts,  the 
earth,  and  all  things  that  are  there- 
in, &c.  Neh.  ix.  6. 

In  die  b^innin^God  created 
the  heaven  and  the  earth,  Gen. 


To  God  the  Son. 

All  things  were  made  by  him, 
John  i.  3.  By  him  were  all  thing? 
created ;  he  is  before  all  things, 
and  by  him  all  things  consist.  Co- 
loss,  i.  16,  17. 

Thon,  Lord,  in  the  beginning, 
hast  laid  the  foundation  of  the 
earth ;  and  the  heavens  are  the 
works  of  thy  hands.  Heb.  i.  10, 


The  questions  here  were,  what  Dr.  Clarke  meant  by 
divine  powers,  and  whether  his  meaning  comes  up  to  the 
texts  here  cited.  I  am  now  told,  that  the  "  divine  powers 
^*  of  the  Son  are  not  only  in  a  higher  degree  than  angeli- 
*^  caJ  powers,  but  totally  of  a  different  kind  :  for'*  (let  us 
observe  the  reason)  "  to  the  Son  is  committed  all  judg- 
*^  ment,''^  p.  316.  Well  then,  the  Son's  divine  powers 
^re  at  last  dwindled  into  his  offices  given  him  by  God ; 
therefore  divine  most  certainly.  This  is  the  divinity  of 
God  the  Son^  which  you  stand  up  so  zealously  for  in 
your  preface  5  and  for  the  sake  of  which  you  are  so  Wghly 
affronted  to  be  thought  opposers  of  Christ's  divinity.  But 
let  us  go  on.  I  insist  upon  the  Son's  having  creative 
poivers,  according  to  the  texts  cited,  and  as  I  have  proved 
more  at  large  in  my  Sermons*  You  have  little  to  reply^ 
but  that  derived  and  underived  are  not  the  same  :  whereas 
they  are  the  same,  because  they  descend  from  one  to  the 
other :  were  they  both  underived,  they  could  not  (at  least 
according  to  the  ancients)  have  been  the  same.  Derived 
$nd  underived  may  be  the  same  substance,  as  well  as  greater 
and  less,  containing  and  contained,  may  be  the  same  sub-- 
stance :-  which  you  are  forced  to  allow  in  your  hypothesis 
of  the  extended  parts  of  the  same  substance.  And  why 
must  you  be  pierpetually  quibbling  upon  the  different 
fl^sesy  or  kinds  of  sameness,  and  using  arguments  against 
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us,  which  inevitably  recoil  upon  yourselves  ?  Do  but  keep 
to  that  strict  sense  of  sameness  which  you  are  using  against 
us,  in  the  argument  about  derived  and  underived;  and  I 
will  demonstrate  to  you,  upon  your  own  principles,  as 
before  hinted,  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  one  and  the 
same  substance  in  the  world. 

In  answer  to  hard  arguments,  in  this  Query,  you  return 
me  hard  names.  "  Heaps  of  contradictions,  not  treating 
**  the  argument  seriously  5''  in  short,  any  thing  that  first 
came  into  your  head,  being  at  a  loss  for  an  answer^  and 
resolved  not  to  be  entirely  silent.  You  are  cavilling  at  the 
account  I  gave  of  the  ancients j  as  assigning  to  three  Per- 
sons their  several  parts  and  provinces  in  the  work  of  crea- 
tion. I  observed  what  meaning  they  had  in  it*,  and  that 
their  words  are  not  to  be  strictly  and  rigorously  inter- 
preted. Have  you  a  syllable  to  object  to  the  truth  of  this 
report  ?  Not  a  word :  the  thing  is  too  plain  and  evident 
to  be  gainsaid.  The  truth  is,  if  the  ancients  are  to  be 
interpreted  rigorously,  the  Father  is  not  properly  Creator 
at  all,  but  the  Son  only ;  for  he  is  represented  as  doing 
and  executing,  the  Father  as  issuing  out  orders  only.  But 
who  can  entertain  so  absurd  a  thought,  as  that  the  Father 
did  not  work  in  the  creation  as  much  as  the  Son  i  Again, 
the  Father  is  represented  as  standing  in  need^  of  the  as- 
sistance of  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost.  How  will  this  suit 
with  that  supreme  dignity,  that  alone  self-sufficiency,  which 
you  are  contending  for  ?  If  you  interpret  this  rigorously, 
it  must  be  as  great  a  lessening  to  the  Father  as  you  pre- 
tend the  executing  of  another's  orders  is  to  the  Son.     It  is 

*  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  131. 

«f  \mw§u  r«^/f.     TheophlJiUioch,  p.  114. 

Nec  euim  indigebat  horam  Deus  ad  faciendum  qnse  ipse  apod  le  prsedefini- 
crat  fieri,  quasi  ipse  suaa  non  haberet  manus.    Iren»  p.  253. 

Si  necessaria  est  Deo  materia  ad  opera  mtmdi  nt  Hermogenes  exisdmarit ; 

habait  Deus  materiam  longe  digniorem Sophiam  tuam  adlioet— — ma- 

teriam  materiamm— -— qudi  Deus  potuit  eguisse^  sui  magit  quam  aUeni 
«ftBS.    Tertui,  contr*  Hermog.  cap.  18. 
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plain  therefore,  that  these  sayings  of  the  ancients  were 
intended  only  to  preserve  a  more  lively  sense  of  the  diV- 
finction  of  Persons;  while  they  considered  them  altogether 
as  equally  concerned  in  the  creation,  and  equally  workltig 
in  it.  You  object  that  no  ancient  writer  ever  said  that 
the  three  Persons  ^  created  in  concert,"  p,  299.  But 
what  did  the  ancients^  mean  then,  by  understanding  the 
text  of  Genesis,  **  L«t  us  make  man,"  of  all  the  three 
Persons  ?  And  what  did  they  mean  by  giving  the  Son  the 
title  of  avfiSouXog^,  Counsellor  to  the  Father,  in  that  work  ? 
How  much  does  this  come  short  of  what  I  said  ?  Nor 
can  you  make  any  thing  moi*e  of  ay^avr/o,  (a  word  which 
rarely  occurs,)  or  of  ancioritas^,  (which  is  used  oftener,) 
than  the  preeminence  of  the  Father  as  Father^  his  priority 
of  order.  When  you  wrote  before,  you  were  confident 
that  the  Son  was  not  styled  uo^rirtj^  tc5v  Sxcm :  and  this 
you  noted,  to  confirm  your  fiction,  that  the  Father  only 
was  evident  cause,  the  Son  instrumental.  You  have  been 
.  since  convinced  of  your  error  by  plain  testimonies  given 
you  in  great  numbers  *^.  But  still  you  go  on  in  your  pre- 
tence about  efficient  and  msirume?ital,  notwithstanding 
^oiijri^,  which  you  had  before  allowed  to  be  expressive  of 
the  efficient  cause.  Now  the  defect  is,  that  the  Son  is 
not  6  cjoiijr^f :  and  neither  is  that  true^  for  I  cited  Eus^bius 
for  6  vrotrjTY}^  applied  to  God  the  Son.  I  liave  spoke  of  Smi 
before,  and  so  here  pass  it  over.  You  are  persuading  me 
that  even  Cyril  of  Jerusalem,  whom  I  quoted  in  my  De* 
fence,  (vol.  i.  p.  130.)  is  expressly  against  me*  Ridiculous 
to  any  that  know  Cyril :  you  can  ntean  this  only  for  such 
as  do  not  read.  If  there  is  any  thing  to  be  suspected  of 
Cyril,  it  is  rather  his  excluding  the  Father  from  being 

«  Bam.  Ep.  cap.  5,  6.  Henn.  Past  Sim;  5.  Justin.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  185. 
Irenasus,  p.  220,  295.  Theopfa.  Antioch.  114.  Origeo.  contr.  Cds.  p.^,  257. 
Synod.  Aiitioch.  LabM,  torn.  i.  p.  845.— See  Dr.  Kmglit's  first  Sermon. 

^  Iren.  p.  292.  Clem.  Alex.  p.  769,  832.  Tertollian.  contr.  Hermog .  p.  I& 
Tbeoph.  Antiocfa.  p.  129.  Hippolyt.  toI.  ii.  p.  13. 

•  iBsiniiatar  nobis  in  Patre  auctoriiat,  in  Filio  mUimias,  in  Spiritu  Sancto 
Patris  Fifiique  etmununiUu,  in  tribus  «^wttiUu,    Augwi*  l^crm,  11. 

<■  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  134,  135. 
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Creator,  than  thi?  Spn  from  being  efficient >  But  the  late  learn'- 
ed  Benedictine  editor  has  sufficiently  cleared  up  Cyril's 
orthodoxy  on  that  heads.  I  charged^  you  with  opposing 
efficient  to  ministering  Cause;  either  very  unskilfully  or 
very"  unfairly^  Now  you  would  seem  to  come  oflf  by 
making  the  Father  efficient,  ly  way.  of  eminence^  Why 
then  did  you  not  allow  both  to  be  efficient,  and  leave  the 
eminence  only  to  the  Father^  that  the  readers  might  utv- 
derstand  you,  and  that  I  might  save  myself  the  trouble 
of  disputing  that  point  ?  Let  but  both  be  equally  efficient, 
and  as  to  the  eminence  of  order  in  the  efficiency,  (which  is 
all  you  can  n^e  of  it,)  I  readily  assent  to  it. 

You  tell  me  of  Origen's  making  the  Father  cj^coto^  Sij^ 
fwttfyo^,  the  Jirst  and  principal  Creator :  as  if  Origen  ad- 
mitted two  Creators.  But  if  you  mean  not  to  deceive 
your  readers,  you  should  tell  them,  that  Origen  never  use^ 
the  phrase  of  wf&TQ^  S^i/^^pyi;,  but  where  he  is  retorting 
upon  his  adversary  Pagan  testimonies  in  the  Pagan  style  ^  $ 
as  was  proper  to  do.  But  when  Origen  speaks  in  the 
Christian  style,  and  is  delivering  his  own  sense;  it  is 
then  ^fwTooi  ^niitefyoi,  primcfrily  Creator  K  You  have  somer 
thing  more  to  urge  from  Origen,  that  the  Son  was  avraj- 
yhs,  immediate  worker  in  the  creation.  Well  tlien,  I  hope 
the  Son  was  efficient;  and,  by  your  representation,  more 
properly  go  than  the  Father,  who  only  ^ve  out  com^ 
mands.  Are  you  sensible  of  what  you  are  doing?  Or 
have  you  a  mind,  at  length,  through  your  great  zeal  in 
attributing  to  the  Fat.her  the  commanding  part  only,  to 
make  him  properly  no  Creator  at  all  ?  If  you  strain  the 
expressions  of  the  ancients  to  the  utmost  rigour,  that  must 
be  the  consequence.  Be  content  therefore  to  allow  a 
proper  latitude  of  ponstruction,  and  a  significant  mystery 
in  these  things.  But  I  have  obviated  all  you  have  said 
upon  this  topic,  about  the  Father's  commanding,  elser 


S  Diwert.  iii.  p.  139,  &c. 

*  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  130. 

*  Origen.  contr.  Cels.  p.  308.        ^  Ibid.  p.  317. 
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where  ^    You  quote  Eusebius  agdn,  his  DemansiriUip 
Evangelica,  which  is  of  no  consideration  with  me  at  all. 
What  if  he  styles  the  Son  Qpyoeyoy,  does  he  not  style  him 
iflfiMipyvifMt  too^  in  the  same  piece^  though  he  contra* 
dieted  it  again  a&erwards  ?  Why  must  Eusebius  be  thought 
to  speak  the  sense  of  the  ancients,  especiaUy  in  things 
where  he  manifestly  raif  counter  to  the  ancient  doctrine? 
•You  may  see  this  very  notion  of  the  Son's  being  Spyam 
condemned  by  the  famous  Synod  of  Antioch™  long  before 
Eusebius  wrote.     I  value  Eusebius  in  many  things ;  but 
not  where  he  attempted  to  deprave  and  corrupt  the  doc- 
trine of  his  Catholic  predecessors ;  perhaps  to  gratify  some 
novelists,  before  he  had  well  considered  what  he  was 
doing.    However,  if  any  one  has  a  mind  to  see  what 
mild  construction  may  be  put  upon  that  expression  of 
Eusebius,  he  may  consult  Bishop  Bull  and  Dr.  Cave^ 
For  my  own  part,  I*  think  the  best  defence  to  be  made 
for  him  is,  that  he  seems  to  have  grown  wiser  afterwards. 
You  charge  Basil  with  weakness  for  making  Aetius  the 
inventor^  of  the  distinction  between  uiro  and  ha.    But 
where  was  Basil's  mistake  ?  You  say,  Origen,  Eusebius, 
and  Philo  insist  upon  iu    But  Philo's  is  only  genani, 
without  application  to  this  case :  and  Origen's  and  £u^ 
sebius's  amount  to  no  more  than  a  preeminence  of  the 
Father  as  such.    They  do  not  carry  it  to  a  difference  of 
nature,  as  Aetius  did  P ;  and  you  also  do :  you  do  it  in* 
deed  under  other  terms,  but  as  plainly,  while  you  deny 
the  necessary  existence  of  the  Son.    You  will  find  none 


1  SennODS,  vol.  ii.  p.  42. 

*  OSr«  H  it  iXn^t  S9r$t  ^  tH^mr«f ,  is  A$y$u  &f»m  km\  QitS,  h*  $  i  Umt^ 

fiif  TiS  wmr^  r«f  vih  is  iirmw  Ifi^yuMf,  jui)  lnHr«r««vyy  Im^mWm  t»  wmwit  ft 
wSrif. 
«  BuU.  D.  F.  p.  256.  Car.  Diss.  iii.  p.  66. 

•  Bftsil.  de  Sp.  Sancto,  p.  145,  &c. 

p  Hie  Synodicon  Vetus  agrees  with  Basil's  account  of  Aetius. 

^  yk^  ftmmm^i'ms  EvrmB-i^s  'Avru^umt^  Im  vi  wmf  muri  i«riSfHVf  i^ds  <^> 
i9if$4t§9  Xly«yr«f  t*  Vi  S,  rw  h*  J,  r»»  ldf«»  E«riCi«y  )w4Xi>^c  mm  'Airuf,  <^S0»* 
Feiw.  ap»  Fabric.  B*  Gr.  vol.  ».  p.  211. 
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higher  than  A^tius,  or  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia,  to  coun- 
tenance you  in  it.  There  is  nothing  more  that  is  material 
under  this  Query. 

You  have  not  been  able  to  take  off  the  force  of  what  is 
urged  from  Scripture  and  antiquity  for  the  Son's  creative 
powers:  and  that  creative  powers  are  divine  powers,  in 
quite  another  sense  than  the  Dbctor  and  you  use  the 
phrase^  in  the  equivocating  way,  will  be  seen  as  we 
pass  on. 

Query  XII. 

Whether  the  Creator  of  all  things  was  not  himself  un- 
created; and  therefore  could  not  be  If  ouk  ovtwv^  made  out 
of  nothing  ? 

AS  to  your  complaint  of  my  wording  this  Query,  and 
my  styling  Christ  the  Creator  of  all  things;  I  refer  to 
my  Sermons  q,  where  I  have  proved  the  thing,  and  to  my 
Defence  S  where  I  have  shown  that  it  is  the  language  of 
all  antiquity  to  style  him  Creator^  and  not  barely  in  your 
deceitful  way,  him,  *'  by  whom  God  created  all  things," 
while  you  inform  us  not  what  you  mean  by  it.  You  say, 
you  **  affirm  not  (nay,  you  blame  those  that  presume  to 
'*  affirm)  that  the  Son  of  God  was  created,  or  that  he  was 
**  If  ovx  Srrcovy  out  of  nothing.'*  With  what  sincerity  you 
say  this,  let  the  reader  judge  from  the  nine  arguments  I 
produced  in  my  Supplement,  to  show  that  you  make  the 
Son  a  creature^.  How  you  may  equivocate,  I  know  not : 
but  I  am  sure  you  dare  not  tell  us  distinctly  what  you 
mean  by  saying,  you  blame  those  that  affirm  that  the  Son 
is  ^^  out  of  nothing :"  it  is  either  a  mean  quibble,  or  some- 
thing worse  that  you  are  ashamed  to  own.  You  are 
pleased  to  give  up  some  criticisms  of  Dr.  Clarke's  in  re- 
lation to  a  passage  of  Origen  which  I  had  took  notice  of 
in  my  Defence*;  so  that  we  have  done  with.     Still  yon 


<  Vol.  ii.  Serm.  2  and  3.  »  Vol.  i.  p.  133,  &c. 

»  Vol.  u.  p.  354,  &c.  '  Vol.  i.  p.  140,  &c. 
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talk  of  ^^  ten  thousand  passages"  in  Origen^  as  opposite  to 
my  sentiments.  When  you  were  in  the  way  of  romancing^ 
(which  has  no  certain  rule,)  you  did  well  to  take  a  large 
number.  I  challenge  you  to  produce  a  single  passage 
from  any  piece  of  his,  that  is  to  be  depended  on,  which 
either  directly  or  indirectly  makes  the  Son  a  creature. 
That,  you  know,  was  the  point  here  in  question. 

The  remainder  of  this  Query  is  filled  with  all  the  worth*- 
less  trifles  you  could  rake  up  from  Sandius,  or  others,  to 
represent  the  ancients  as  making  the  Son  a  creature.  At 
the  same  time,  because  you  know  they  have  been  an- 
swered, and  that  you  cannot  stand  by  them,  (yet  having 
a  strong  propensity  to  make  use  of  them,  for  the  decep- 
tion of  ignorant  readers,)  you  produce  them  with  this 
faint  and  disingenuous  censurfe  upon  them.  "  I  think 
*^  that  the  writers  1  have  here  cited  were  mistaken  in 
*^  their  judging  about  consequences,  when  they  thu« 
<<  charged  with  Arianism  the  most  learned  and  most  emi* 
^*  nent  men  the  Christian  Church  ever  had.'*  Permit  me 
here,  for  a  while,  to  choose  myself  a  new  adversary ;  cme 
that  honestly  professes  his  belief  of  the  Son's  being  a 
creaturCf  and  has  produced  those  very  passages,  most  of 
them,  as  favouring  those  sentiments ;  which  he  is  not 
afraid  nor  ashamed  (while  maintaining,  as  he  believes, 
the  honour  of  the  great  God)  to  call  hi^  own.  After  long 
and  deliberate  considering  the  question  of  the  Son's  being 
a  creature  or  no  creature,  the  argument  he  mainly  de- 
pends on^,  with  respect  to  the  sentiments  of  the  ancieniSy 
is  this :  the  universal  application  of  the  words  in  Prov. 
viii.  aa.  "  The  Liord  created  me  the  bi^inning  of  his 
"  ways,  &;c."  by  the  ancient  Christians,  to  the  creation 
of  Christ  by  God  the  Father.  And  indeed,  hardly  any 
thing  can  be  brought  out  of  the  ancients,  at  all  looking 
like  it,  but  what  is  either  the  application  of,  or  allusion 
to  this  text.  The  argument  then  is  this  :  the  text  in  the 
Proverbs  has  Stricrg,  according  to  the  Seventy:  the  Fa- 

"  See  Mr.  Winston's  Reply  to  Lord  Nottingltflm,  p.  28.    . 
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thtn,  knowing  little  or  no  Hebrew,  followed  that  ren- 
dering :  IxTM-f  signifies  created :  therefore  the  Fathers,  m 
general,  believed  and  taught  that  the  Son  is  a  creature. 
The  argument  would  be  irrefragable,  if  the  word  fctTwrt, 
as  it  might  signify  what  is  pretended,  could  be  shown  to 
have  been  so  understood  by  the  Fathers.    But  if  created 
may  signify  appointed^  or  constiintedf  (as  in  good  Latin 
authors,  consuls,   captains,  magistrates,   are  said   to  be 
created,  and  we  sometimes  use  the  word  in  English,  of 
creating  a  peer,  or  creating  any  officer,)  and  it  may  be 
certainly  shown  that  some  Fathers  so  understood  it,  and 
no  poof  can  be  given  that  any  of  them  understood  it 
otherwise  5  then  there  will  appear  such  a  flaw  in  the  ar- 
gnment,  as  the  wit  of  man  will  not  be  able  to  make  up. 
We  have  it  upon  record,  that  this  very  point  came  to  be 
considered  about  the  middle  of  the  third  century,  by 
Dionysius  of  Rome*,  (with  hit  clergy;)    who  fearing, 
upon  the  rise  of  Saleilianism,  lest  some  should  run  into 
the  opposite  extreme  of  making  the  Son  a  creature,  first 
ccmdemns  all  such  doctrine,  as  highest  blasphemy,  atid 
next  answers  what  had  been*urged  by  some  from  this 
text,  expressing  himself  as  follows  :  "  And  what  need  I 
'^  say  more  of  these  things  to  you,  men  full  of  the  Holy 
^^  Ghost,  and  well  knowing  what  absurdities  follow  upon 
"  the  supposition  of  the  Son's  being  a  creaiwe  ?  To  which 
<'  the  leaders  in  that  opinion  seem  to  me  not  to  have  well 
"  attended,  and  so  they  hare  very  much  erred  from  the 
^  truth  ;  interpreting  that  place,  *  The  Lord  created  «ie 
^<  the  beginning  of  his  ways,'  not  according  to  the  mean- 
"  icg  of  the  divine  and  sacred  writ.    For,  as  you  know, 
'<  otrATf  is  a  word  of  more  senses  than  one,  tkf ic^f,  created, 
^  bere  stands  for  nreftja-f,  appointed,  over  the  works  (God) 
^  had  niade  by  the  Son  himseiF.    The  word  Hxtun  is  not 
^  btre  to  he  understood  to  be  the  some  as  l«oV' •  for 
^^  whiItm  and  xnVai  are  very  different."     Here  we  find 

»■  Apud  Athanas.  p.  232. 
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bow  that  text  was  understood  by  the  most  considerable 
men  of  the  Church  about  the  year  259. 

And  let  it  not  here  be  objected,  that  the  piece  is  of  doubt- 
ful credit,  because  extant  only  in  Athanasius  :  for  nobody 
that  knows  any  thing  of  Athanasius,  and  is  not  strangely 
bigotted  to  an  hypothesis,  can  suspect  any  foul  play  in  this 
xnatter.  It  is  the  less  to  be  suspected  here,  because,  as  I 
shall  show  presently,  Athanasius  did  not  entirely  approve 
of  this  construction  of  Dionysius,  and  would  certainly 
never  have  forged  an  interpretation  different  from  his  oum. 
Besides,  it  is  observable  that  Eusebius,  in  his  famous 
piece  against  Marcellus,  interprets  that  text  in  the  very 
same  manner  as  Dionysius  had  done,  defending  it  at  largeT 
by  several  parallel  places  of  Scripture.  He  interprets 
exTio-g  by  xetrira^sv  and  xarla'Tijo'ev,  appointed,  or  constituted. 
So  that  we  have  very  great  reason  to  believe  that  this  was 
the  prevailing  and  current  construction  of  Prov.  viii.  aa.  in 
the  Ante-Nicene  church.  What  confirms  it  is,  that  they 
all  understood  apx^v  in  the  active  sense,  for  Head  or  Priu" 
ciple,  just  as  Dionysius  and  Eusebius  do :  and  so  the  sense 
is,,  that  the  Father  appointed  the  Son  Head  over  all  his 
works. 

That  this  was  the  sense  of  agp^iy  all  along,  may  be 
proved  ^  from  Justin,  Theophilus,  Tatian,  Clemens,  Origen, 
and  Methodius,  to  name  no  more :  which  consideration  is 
alone  sufficient  in  the  case,  when  there  is  no  positive  proof 
on  the  other  side.  Only  I  must  add  further,  that  clear 
and  strong  passages  may  be  brought,  from  the  Fathers  in 
general,  to  prove  that  they  believed  the  Son  to  be  wn- 
created.  Seeing  then  that  this  text  may  bear  such  a  sense 
^8  has  been  mentioned;  seeing  it  was  certainly  so  inter- 
preted by  some,  and  no  reason  appears  for  Mr.  WhistonV 
interpretation  at  all ;  but  the  sense  of  oifx^,  as  understood 
by  the  ancients,  is  entirely  against  him,  as  also  many  clear 

T  Euseb.  contr.  Marcell.  p.  150,  151. 
»SeeBuU.D.  F.p.210. 
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testimonies  of  the  Son's  being  uncreated :  these  consi- 
derations  put  together  are  enough  to  show  that  there  is 
no  force  in  the  argument  drawn  from  the  Fathers  following 
the  LXX,  and  reading  Ixrio-f  in  that  text. 

But  I  farther  promised  to  give  some  account  of  Atha- 
nasius^  in  relation  to  this  text;  because  Mr.  Whiston» 
has  been  pleased  to  say  some  very  hard,  and  indeed  un- 
just things  of  him,  in  relation  hereto.  Athanasius  could 
not  be  at  a  loss  to  know  the  meaning  of  fxrurf,  which 
had  been  so  well  explained  both  by  Dionysius  and  Euse« 
bius.  He  therefore  closed  in  with  the  common  interpre- 
tation, as  signifying  appointed,  or  constituted^.  But  then 
he  understood  the  appointing  to  be  to  the  work  of  redemp- 
turn  only,  not  the  work  of  creation :  at  least  he  makes  no 
mention  of  the  latter.  He  seems  to  have  been  apprehen- 
sive that  the  notion  of  appointing  to  the  work  of  creati<m 
might  sound  too  low :  and  indeed  many  of  the  Arians 
scrupled  not  to  say  as  much,  at  least,  in  words.  Atha- 
nasius thought  the  way  of  speaking  not  so  proper,  his  no- 
tion being  that  the  Father  could  no  more  create  without 
the  Son<^,  than  exist  without  him,  both  being  alike  neces- 
sary ;  and  therefore  appointing  was  not  so  proper  a  word 
for  it.  This  principle  he  lays  down  in  the  very  same  Ora- 
tion, where  he  at  large  comments  upon  Prov.  viii.  ai. 
Nevertheless  it  may  be  said,  that  this  great  man  might 
perhaps  be  too  scrupulous  in  this  matter.     Cyril  <^  of  Je* 


«  Reply  to  Lord  Nottingham,  p.  29. 
^  Atfaanas.  Orat.  ii.  p.  513. 

mwrnuy^futn  ra  irmm-sc  fttri^u  jmu  Unv  vw  m*atty§iwfim,T§s  wn  &v  rt  fmrtr^tifC 

•ii^f  wiu.    Mhan.  Orat,  ii.  p.  498,  499. 
'  CyriL  Hieros.  Catech.  xi.  p  160. 
Hmt^H  ^kn^irrf  rm  wrnvrm  uart^numw^t,  rf  vv  irur^if  ftv/umrt  i  tnig  t» 

^X9  ^^'v^*  ^^v  i3iWy  }n/iU*vfytifimr0tf,  &c. 

Theodorit*s  account  of  thia  matter  appears  to  be  as  just  and  accurate  as 
any. 
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rusalem  (whose  orthodoxy  is  unquestionable)  scruplen  not 
to  assign  a  reason  why  the  Son  was  appointed  to  create  : 
and  it  has  been  usual  with  all  the  Christian  writers  to  re- 
present all  offices  as  descending  from  the  Father  to  the 
Son.  Athanasius  himself  allows  that  God  the  Son  wrought 
in  the  creation,  upon  the  Father's  issuing  out  his  Jiat,  or 
command  for  it :  as  also  do  several  other  Post-NiCene 
writers e.  This  in  reality  comes  to  the  same  things  with 
what  others  intended  by  appointing^  or  constituting  to  the 
work  of  creation. 

But  here  indeed  Athanasius  guards  agiunst  the  notion 
of  the  Son's  being  movpyos,  an  underworker,  in  the  low 
Arian  sense:  for  otherwise  he  admits  that  the  Father 
wrought  by  and  in  the  Son.  And  I  doubt  not  but  it  was 
his  apprehension  of  the  Arians  misconstruing  the  appoint^ 
ingy  which  made  him  so  scrupulous  in  relation  to  Prov.  viii. 
The  expression  however,  when  it  is  not  abased,  is  very 
innocent ;  and  some  zealous  Athanasians^  were  not  afraid 
to  understand  Prov.  viii.  2%.  of  God  the  S(mi's  being  ap^ 
pointed  and  constituted  Cneator,  and  Head  over  all  the 
works  of  God.  Faustkius,  that  severe  and  rigid  Homo- 
ousian.,  of  the  Eustathian  party,  and  Luciferian  sect,  un- 
derstands that  text  of  Christ,  a?  being  appointed  by  the 
Father,  the  Head  and  Conductor  of  all  his  works,  as  well 
oi  creation  as  redemptions.  Let  this  suffice  to  have  shown 
^he  sense  of  antiquity  upon  that  text. 


stvtvfAarts  n  ravrcrfis.    Dial,  iv.  adv,  Macedon,  p.  367. 

«  Aihanas.  p.  216,  499.  Hilarius,  p.  325,  837,  840.  Basil,  de  Sp.  S.  c.  16. 
^reg.  Nyss.  torn.  i.  p.  993.  torn.  ii.  p.  454. 

f  Hoc  imtium  habeat  Sapientia  Dei,  quod  cle  Deo  processit  ad  creanda 
omnia  tarn  cielestia  quam  terrestria,  non  quo  cseperit  esse  in  Deo.  Creata 
est  ergo  Sapientia,  imo  genita ;  non  sibi  qus  semper  erat,  sed  his  quae  ab  ea 
fieri  oportebat.    Hilar,  Diacon,  apud  Ambros,  p.  349. 

t  Quod  creata  est  Sapientia,  ad  mysterium  vel  rerum  creamAwum^  vel 
humaruB  dispehsationis  intellige:  quam  cum  Dei  Sapientia  dignanter  ad- 
sumit,  crecUa  dicitur.    FansHn,  contr,  Jrian,  c.  vi.  p.  153. 

Sapientia  cum  creata  dicitur,  non  substantia  ejus  quasi  quse  non  erat,  facta 
est:  sed  i]^hex\staM  creata  est  injiiumvkirum  in  0pera^fus.    Ibid. 
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Now  I  return  to  you,  who  are  entertaimng  your  reader 
with  a  /collection  of  scandal,  and  which  you  kfww  to  be 
sxjtcby  for  the  greatest  part  of  it.  The^  scandal  is  produced 
et  length;  and  what  should  have  been,  and  has  been 
l^eaded  to  remove  and  confute  it,  is  disingenuously  kept 
out  of  sight :  only  it  is  said  by  you,  ^^  suHident  apologies 
<^  have  been  made''  for  this  or  that  Father,  to  show  that 
he  was  not  indeed  of  Arius's  notions,  fiut  what  then  ? 
You  pretend  that  your  notions  were  not  Arius's  :  so  yon 
would  still  have  your  reader  apprehend  that  those  Fathers 
might  have  been  in  your  notions  5  whereas  fip.  Bull,  in  his 
confutation  of  those  scandals,  (most  of  them  misreports, 
and  some  of  them  malicious  tales  and  lies,)  has  effectually 
prevented  their  being  really  serviceable  either  to  Arius's 
csuise  or  yours  5  which  in  reality  (however  you  disguise 
the  matter)  are  Ae  very  sanoe.  The  conclusion  you  draw 
from  this  heap  oi  stuff  is  pretty  remarkable :  ^^  It  evidently 
^  idiows,  that  dK>se  ancient  Fathers  had  not  entertained 
<<  such  a  confused  notion  as  you  are  labouring  to  intro- 
^*  duce  of  the  Creator  of  all  things :''  wheneas  it  is  evident, 
to  a.  demonstration,  that  my.  oonfiised  twiion  (as  you  un- 
righteously call  it)  was  the  very  iption  which  all  those 
Fathers  had :  or,  if  you  think  otherwise,  why  did  you  not 
distinctly  show  where  they  contradict  it^  instead  of  pro- 
.ducing  a  <leal  of  idle  tales,  which  (though  you  would 
have  your  reader  hy  some  stress  on)  you  yourself  dare 
not  undertake  to  defiraid  ? 

Where  is  the  consequence  to  be  drawn  from  such  pre- 
mises ?  As  let  us  see.  The  Apostolical  Constitutions,  which 
are  spturimis  and  interpolated  by  scmie  Arian,  have  said 
something;  therefoi^  fee.  Melito  is  said  to  have  wrote 
T9f\  KTic&Ds  .XpirroU,  which  teamed  men  doubt  of;  and 
neither  Ruffinus  nor  Jerome  would  allow ;  therefore  &c. 
CJemens  has  been  diarged  with  ymie  things  of  which  hie 
vf^as  veity  innocent ;  th^^fore  8cc.  Dionysius  had  enemies 
tiiat'tdU  lies  of  l»m,  abused  htm,  and  misrepresented  his 
wDr^;  and  some  honest  men  were  deceived  thereby; 
th^fcfore  &c«  Ghregory  likewise  met  with  some  that  per- 

VOL.  HI.  Y 
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verted  his  words,  (as  many  have  perverted  our  Articles  or 
Liturgy  \)  therefore  &c.  In  short,  several  other  very  or- 
ihodox  men  have  been  either  falsely  charged,  or  wrongfully 
suspected :  therefore  undoubtedly  Dr.  Waterland  is  mis- 
taken in  supposing  them  to  have  been  orthodox.  I  refer 
the  reader  to  Bp.  Bull,  who  has  abundantly  answered 
what  relates  to  these  trifling  accusations.  Only,  because 
you  seem  to  insult  and  triumph  the  most  in  respect  of 
Origen,  I  shall  be  at  the  trouble  of  giving  the  reader  some 
account  of  that  great  man  and  his  writings,  and  their  hard 
fate  in  the  world. 

Origen  was  one  that  wrote  much,  and  sometimes  in 
haste  :  and  it  might  be  no  great  wonder  if  some  uncau- 
tious  things  might  sometimes  drop  from  him ;  or  if  his 
writings,  passing  through  ignorant  or  malicious  hands, 
might  be  otherwise  rq>resented  than  he  intended  or  wrote* 
He  complained  of  such  misrepresentations  in  his  life-time ; 
and  made  an  apology  for  things  of  that  kind  in  a  letter  to 
Pope  Fabian,  about  the  year  048.  The  doctrine  of  a  eo* 
eternal  and  consubstantial  Trinity  could  be  no  new  thing 
^t  that  time.  It  appears  by  the  famous  case  of  Dionysius,. 
but  about  ten  years  after,  that  it  was  the  settled  faith  of 
the  Church ;  and  that  the  generality,  at  least,  were  ex- 
tremely jealous  of  the  appearance  of  any  thing  that  seemed 
to  break  in  upon  it.  Origen's  works  however  were  still  in 
great  esteem ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that,  for  many  years 
after  his  death,  they  were  ever  charged  with  heterodoxy  in 
that  article.  Gregory  Thaumaturgus,  and  Dionysius  of 
Alexandria,  whose  orthodoxy  in  that  doctrine  has  been 
abundantly  vindicated  by  Bp.  Bull,  were  great  admirers  of 
the  man,  and  of  his  vmtings.  Methodius,  about  the  year 
290,  (a  man  of  orthodox  principles,)  began  to  impugn 
some  of  Origen's  doctrines :  but  laid  nothing  to  his  charge 
in  relation  to  the  Trin^.  About  the  year  308,  he  first 
began  to  have  articles  drawn  up  against  him ;  and  among 
the  several  charges,  there  were  some  upon  that  head. 
Pamphilua  and  Eusebius  then  undertodk  to  apolog^  for 
him}  not.  by  justifying  any  thing  that  seemed  to  lessen 
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th6  divinity  of  the  Son  or  Holy  Ghost,  but  by  showing 
from  Origen's  own  writings,  that  his  doctrine  was  on  the 
side  of  Christ's  divinity,  and  against  the  Holy  Ghost's 
being  a  creature.  This  appears  from  the  remains  we  have 
of  that  Apology y  according  to  Ruffin's  translation;  who 
professes  solemnly  that  he  did  not  add  a  syllable,  but 
made  a  just  and  literal  translation.  So  that  though  Ruf- 
fin's other  versions,  where  he  professes  to  have  taken  a 
liberty,  are  the  less  to  be  depended  on,  this  is  of  anotha* 
kind,  and  may  more  securely  be  confided  in :  from  whence 
I  would  take  notice  by  the  way,  that  even  Eusebius  at 
this  time,  before  the  rise  of  the  Arian  controversy,  appears 
to  have  been  very  orthodox.  I  know  there  is  an  objec- 
tion to  be  made  out  of  Jerome :  which  the  reader  may  see 
answered  in  Bp.  BuU^. 

After  Pamphilus,  we  find  mention  made  of  another 
apologist'^,  a  very  orthodox  man  himself,  in  respect  of  the 
Trinity,  even  in  the  judgment  of  Photius  5  who  was  used 
to  judge  too  severely  sometimes  of  the  ancients,  compar- 
ing their  expressions  too  rigidly  with  those  in  use  in  his 
own  times.  That  apologist  acquits  Origen  as  to  any  erro- 
neous doctrine  in  the  article  of  the  Trinity :  only  he  allows 
that  Origen's  zeal  against  Sabellianism  might  sometimes 
draw  him  into  expressions  that  seemed  to  go  too  far  the 
other  way.  Let  us  now  come  down  to  die  Arian  times. 
About  the  year  330,  or  later,  the  Arians  endeavour  to  gain 
some  countenance  from  Origen's  writings ;  and  some  of 
the  more  zealous  Catholics  of  the  Eustathian  party,  who 
were  for  professing  one  hypostasis,  had  no  opinion  of 
Origen.  The  reason,  I  presume,  was,  because  Origen 
every  where  insists  upon  the  distinction  of  persons  very 
much,  and  seemed  not  very  reconcileable  to  the  Eusta- 
thian way  of  professing  one  hypostasis.  Origen  there- 
fore was  much  out  of  favour  with  that  more  rigid  part  of 
the  Catholics;  who  differed  from  the  rest  in  expression 

^  BulL  Def.  F.  p.  125.  *  Photius,  Cod.  cxvIk  p.  293. 
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irftther  thaik  t«al  meaning,  as  appeatedJ\iUyafierw£irdsN, 
Athanasius  all  the  while  stood  up  for  Origen,  andvkidip 
cated  hid  bwti  doctrine  from  Origen's  writings*.  Gregory 
Nazianeen  and  Basil  were  both  of  them  friends  of  Origen ; 
"defending  his  orthodoxy  against  the  Arians™.  This  was 
about  the  year  360.  And  though  Basil  thought  Origen's 
notion  of  the  Holy  Ghost  not  to  have  been  altogBth^ 
Soundy  yet  he  objects  nothing  against  hhn  in  re^ct  of 
God^  tfee  Sdti :  and  as  to  the  ffoty  Ghost ^  be  yet  quotes 
pass€lges  from  him  wheve  Origen  spoke  conformably  tt> 
the  doctrine  and  tradition  of  the  Ghurch  *,  And  possibly 
the  other  suspected  passages  itoigbt  not  be  Orfgen's  owti. 

Titus  of  Bostra,  anothei-  orthodox  man  of  that  time,  was 
an  advocate  of  Origen. 

About  370,  flourished  Didymusj  who  is  known  to  have 
been  very  zealous  for  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  the  Trinity, 
and  zealous  also  for  Origen  j  looking  uporv  those  as  weak 
-meri,  and  of  small  sagacity,  that  suspected  Origen  on  that 
ht^Ao.  Hitherto  wfe  have  found  no  considerable  tn^ 
that  bondemned  Origen  as  heterodox  in  the  doctrine  <ifthcj 
Trmity.  The  Catholics  of  greatest  name  and  reputation 
asserted  the  contrary.  * 

Let  us  come  a  Kttle  lower,  to  the  year  38a,  and  we  fehdl 
now  perceive  a  storm  gathering  5  chiefly,  I  presume,  by 
the  means  and  the  *  intei'est  of  the  Eufetatbians,  who  had 
disliked  Origen  ftoih  th^  first.  Epiphanni's,  abo^t  Ms 
time*,  iJG^h  drawh  in  to  be  a  party  in  tfie  ^arrfel  agiiti^t 
the'  Origehists;  iand  laid  seVet^  charges  against  Origen^ 
e\'en  wi A'  r6spett  to  the  dootrine  of  the  Trinity.  RuffintrS, 
at  the  saftie  trnhe^  was  a  istdi<kx&  Advocate  fot  Origen's  or- 
thcfdoxy  5  himself,  as  is  well  known,  a  strict  Athanafeian- 

*  Vkr.  Atkuih^onr  ad  Attlioclicnos,  >'.  775.  <3fegor.  NatiaM.  Orat.  xxfi- 
ipi  39C  ;Ot%  xcdi.  pu*62h 

>  AtlMwas.  de  Deqiet.  ^.  N.  p. 23^.        ;^ 
»  Vid.  Socrat  EcdL  JH.  Hb.  iv.  c.  26.  p.  246. 
>*  Baal,  de  Sp.  Sanct  c  xxix.  p.  219. 
«  Vid.  Hieronym.  torn.  iv.  p.  347,  355,  409. 
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Jepome  being  now  about  fifty  years  old^  was  also  a  great 
admirer  of  Origen,  Nay,  in  the  years  388  and  391",  when 
past  sixty,  he  still  reiaiiied  the  same  kind  of  opinion  of 
Origen  and  his  writings  :  as  appears  by  his  calling  hini 
the  ^^  master  of  the  churches,  second  to  none  but  the 
<*  Apostles  themselves P/'  He  declares  that  those  who  had 
in  Oiigen's  life-tune  censured  him,  did  it  not  for  any 
novel  doctrine,  or  heresy ^  but  for  envy  ;  because  they  could 
not  bear  the  reputation  be  had  raised  <?.  Now  could  Je- 
rome, so  orthodox  a  raan  himself,  and  who  had  translated 
Didymus  in  defence  of  the  dhiniiy  of  the  Haly  Ghost  ^ 
could  he  ever*  have  thus  oomtnended  Origen,  had  he,  at 
that  time,  believed  him  heterodox  in  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  ?  Impossible.  He  gives  no  better  a  name  than 
that  of  barking  dogs  to  those  that  then  charged  Origen 
with  heresy :  though  at  the  same  time  Arians,  or  Mace- 
donians, and*  all  impugners  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  or  the 
Holy  Ghosi^  were  hej*etics  in  Jerome's  account..  To  do 
Jerome  jufeticfe,  he  stood  up  for  Origen  with  resolution 
and  courage  sometime;  till  finding  the  stream  run  strong, 
he  thought  it  convenient  to  tack  about :  and  then  (as  is 
the  nature  of  new  converts  in  any  case)  he  grew  zealous 
and  vehement  on  the  opposite  side.  Then  he  set  himself, 
meanly,  to  run  down  the  man  whom  before  he  had  so 
much  commended.  He  fell  to  criticising  his  works, 
sometimes  manifestly  perverting  his  sense,  sometimes  re- 
presenting it  by  halves ;  always  putting  the  worst  con- 
structions he  possibly  could  upon  his  writings:  as  did 
also  Epiphanius  and  Theophilus,^  who  were  afterwards 
joined  with  Anastasius  Bishop  of  Rome,  and  many  other 
Bishops  of  the  west.  Still  Origen  was  not  entirely  desti- 
tute of  some  good  and  grea,t  defenders  ;  as  Gregory  Nys- 

p  Origenem,  quern  post  Apostolos,  ecclesianim  magistrura  nemo  oisi  im- 
peiitas  Degabit.     iReron,  Pr^f.in  Norn.  Hefn^a, 

4  Non  propter  dogmatnin  novifat&m,  non  propter  haresim,  ut  nunc  adversus 
earn  rabidi  canes  insiAiulant ;  sed  qoia  gloriam  eloquentise  ejns  et  sdentisB 
iene  non  potemnt;  et  fUa  dicente  otiines  nmti  pntabantur.  Hieron.  torn.  ir. 
p.  67. 
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sen,  the  great  Chrysostom,  (bred  up  under  Meletius,  and 
never  of  the  Eustathian  party,)  Theotimus,  and  John  of 
Jerusalem.  Severus  Sulpitius,  of  that  time,  is  a  kind  of 
neuter,  passing  a  doubtful  and  moderate  censure.  St. 
Austin r  appears  doubtful;  but,  taking  his  accounts  from 
Epiphanius,  or  other  adversaries,  leans  to  the  severer  side. 
VincentiusLirinensiss  inclines  to  think  that  the  plea  about 
Origen's  writings  being  adulterated^  might  be  very  just. 
Socrates  and  Sozofnen,  of  the  fifth  century,  defend  Origen's 
orthodoxy,  and  think  he  had  been  greatly  misrepresented. 
Theodorit,  of  the  same  age,  has  been  justly  lopked  upon 
as  a  favourer  of  Origen ;  because  he  reckons  not  the  Oii- 
genists  in  his  list  of  heretics:  as  neither  did  Philastrius, 
who  wrote  sixty  years  before  him.  What  followed  in  the 
fixth  century,  under  Justinian,  is  rather  too  late  to  come 
into  account. 

From  what  hath  been  said,  it  appears,  that  though  an- 
tiquity were  much  divided  in  their  sentiments  of  Origen's 
orthodoxy,  in  respect  of  the  Trinity ;  yet  the  most  early 
aud  the  most  valuable  men  down  to  the  times  of  Jerome^ 
(and  for  a  long  while  Jerome  himself,)  had  acquitted  him 
on  that  head.  This  account  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  what 
you  have  raked  together  in  pages  327,  328,  329,  330. 
And  I  must  observe,  that  were  it  really  fact  that  Origen 
had  taught  what  you  pretend  in  respect  to  the  article  of 
the  Trinity y  it  would  by  no  means  follow  that  he  was 

*  Origeniani ^mortaornm  resnrrectionem  negant,  Christam  autem  et 

Spiritnm  Sanctum  creaiuram  dicunt Hsc  quidem  de  Oiigene,  Epipha- 
nius refert.  Sed  defensores  ejus  dicunt  Origenem  Patrem  et  Filium  et  Spi- 
ritum  Sanctum  unius  ^usdemqut  substantia  doeuisse ;  neque  resnrrectionem 
repulisse  mortuorum.    Sed  qui  ejus  plura  legerunt,  contradicunt 

Dicit  pneterea  ipse  Origenes  quod  flliusDd  Sanctis  hominibus  comparatus 
Veritas  sit,  Patri  coUatus  mendacium  ;  et  quantum  distant  Apostoli  Christo, 
tantum  Tilius  Patri.  Undo  nee  orandus  est  FUius,  &c.  Jugustin,  Metres.  43. 

"  Sed  dicat  aliquis,  eorruptos  esse  Origenis  libros,  Non  reasto,  quin 
potius  malo :  nam  id  a  quibusdam  et  traditum  et  scriptum  est ;  non  CaHio* 
licas  tantum,  sed  etiam  Hsreticis.    VmeetU,  lArm,  c  xxiiL 

>  See  RufEuius*s  plea  about,  the  sUtuUeraiion  of  Origen's  books,  hand.' 
j»meij  defended  against  St.  Jerome,  by  the  learned  Huetius.  Origftuflmt, 
f.  187,  188. 
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therein  a  true  interpreter  of  the  Church's  doctrine  in  that 
instance,  any  more  than  in  the  other  articles  laid  to  his  ^ 
charge  by  his  accusers:  many  of  which  are  known  to 
have  been  directly  contrary  to  the  standing  doctrines  of 
the  Church,  as  well  before  as  after  his  time.  Such  was 
the  denial  of  the  resurrection  of  the  dead,  imputed  to  him, 
among  other  errors,  by  his  adversaries ;  as  St.  Austin  ob- 
serves: who,  in  the  same  place,  mentions  ^ome  other 
erroneous  and  uncatholic  tenets  of  Origen.  At  last,  the 
question  of  Origen's  faith  in  the  Trinity  may  be  cer- 
tainly determined  out  of  his  treatise  against  Celsus,  (still 
remaining,  and  free  from  corruption.)  And  it  is  from 
thence  chiefly,  that  Bishop  Bull  has  demonstrated  that 
Origen's  doctrine  on  that  head  was  sound  and  just,  di- 
rectly opposite  to  the  principles  which  you  are  now 
espousing. 

I  may  take  notice  of  your  citing  (p.  335.)  a  second- 
hand passage  of  Eusebius ;  as  if  he  had  made  the  Son 
created  in  the  vulgar  sense  of  created  in  this  question,  di- 
rectly contrary  to  what  Eusebius  has  argued  at  large  in 
his  jHCce  against  Marcellus.  I  hope  you  did  it  ignormUly. 
However,  to  prevent  the  like  for  the  future,  I  shall  here 
give  you  Eusebius's  own  words.  Commenting  on  Prov. 
viii.  22.  he  says  thus :  ^^  Though  he  says  created^  he  does 
^'  not  say  it,  as  if  he  came  frpm  non-existence  into  exist'^ 
<*  ence  ;  nor  as  if  he  also,  like  as  the  rest  of  the  creatures, 
**  were  from  non^  entity,  (as  some  have  erroneously  ima- 
"  gined  ;)  but  he  was  living  and  subsisting,  prior  and  pre- 
*^  existing  to  the  creation  of  the  universe :  and  being  ap- 
f^  pointed  of  the  Lord  his  Father  to  bear  rule  over  the 
'^  universe ;  created  here  stands  for  appointed,  or  constU 
"  tuted^J*  He  goes  on  to  several  texts  of  Scripture,  1  Pet. 

■  Ki  )i  kiytt  Xxr/r^flM  aurof,  6;^  iv^  U  rv  fith  Svrt  us  to  itveu  wm^iX^mVy  rwv* 
<8f  t7ir«i,  *«y  its  ifMMS  rots  ^Mietit  •tiV/imm'i,  ^  avris  l»  ru  ftii  Ur»s  ytyotitSt  ^  «w# 
Ml  l^^Zs  vvtuXn^a^tir,  «XX*  is  v^tfits  y***  »«"  C*'**  v^mv  rt  xtti  w^wva^x^^  '^^ 
t5  wmrris  xc^fcotf  ^vfi^uts*  &^X^*  ^^  ''•'•'  •^•'*'  ^*  »»^i^  tS  «wt5  w«t^«#  x«t«ti-^ 

JSeeL  Theol.  p.  150,  151. 
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ii.  13.  AmoB  iv.  13.  Psalm  ci.  19.  to  show  that  xWo'if^  or 
htI^oo,  may  admit  that  sense  of  appointing,  or  ordakungf 
rather  than  a-ealing.  And  upon  the  words  of  the  Psalm, 
**  Create  in  me  a  clean  heart,  O  God/'  he  observes,  that 
this  is  not  said  as  if  the  Psalmist's  heart  was  then  to 
begin  to  exist,  but  what  was  before  should  be  cleansed* 
You  will  please  to  remember  how  highly  you  resented 
my  quoting  Socrates  for  Eusebius's  opinion,  seemingly 
contradictory  to  Eusebius's  other  tenets.  You  have  here 
quoted  a  short  sentience  out  of  an  index  of  a  book^  not 
published  to  speak  for  itself;  and  have  given  it'ii/CQQ->- 
stfuction  flatly  contraiy  to  what  Eusebids  undoubtedly 
taught  in  his  piece  against  Marcellus ;  namely,  that  Prov. 
viii.  2!2.  was  not  to  be  understood  of  creating,  in  the  sense 
you  pretend.  As  to  what  you  cite  from  him  in  respect  of 
the  Holy  Ghost,  I  know  not  whether  it  may  adroit' of  a 
candid  *  construction.  He  was  certainly  mistaken,  if  he 
took  that  doctrine,  such  as  you  understand  it,  to  be  the 
doctrine  of  the  Church.  But  it  is  out  of  my  compass  to 
treat  of  the  divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  To  conclude  5 
J  referred  Y  you  to  Ignatius,  Athenagoras,  Irenaeus,  Origeu, 
Dionysius  of  Rome,  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  Theognos- 
tus,  and  Methodius;  as  express  authorities  against  the 
doctrine  of  the  Son's  being  a  creature.  As  to  consequential 
and  indirect  testimonies  agsdnst  it,  they  are  numberless  ; 
and  have  been  produced  by  Bishop  Bull,  Le  Moyne, 
Noiirry,  and  many  others,  in  this  controversy.  To  this 
yjou  have  opposed  such  evidence  as  Bishop  Bull  has  already 
answered,  and  you  will  not  stand  by,  or  engage  to  defend ; 
but  have  rather  owned  to  be  indefensible.  Only  yoUvthink 
€0me  advantage  you  should  make  of  it ;  which  some  ad^ 
vantage  is  yet  very  unfair,  and  not  regularly  or  distinctly 
laid  down  by  any  certain  consequence,  but  is  merely  a 
confused  and  precarious  conclusion.  Upon  the  whole, 
every  honest  reader  will  easily  perceive  on  what  side  he 
ought  here  to  determine. 

"^  See  the  Bishop  of  Loadon's  XiCtter  Defeadad*  p.  56,  &c. 
y  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  140. 
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Query  XIII. 

Whether  there  can  le  any  middle  between  being  made  out 
of  nothing,  and  out  of  something  ;  that  is,  between  being 
out  of  nothing,  and  out  of  the  Father  s  substance;  between 
being  essentially  God,  and  beij^g  a  creature;  whether, 
consequently,  the  Son  must  not  he  either  essentially  God, 
or  else  a  creature  ? 

IF  any  man  wanted  an  instance  of  the  power  of  affec- 
tions or  prejudice  in  holding  out  against  conviction;  or  if 
there  were  not  too  many  lamentable  examples  of  it  in 
history,  sacred  and  profane;  I  would  recommend  to  him 
the  perusal  of  what  you  have  under  this  Query,  to  give 
him  a  v6ry  lively  example  and  idea  of  it.  You  begin 
with  telling  me,  **  there  are  many  dilemmas  in  metaphy- 
"  sics,  physics,  and  theology,  wherein  Jt  may  be  very  pre- 
"  sumptuous  to  determine  absolutely  which  part  of  the 
^^  dilemma  is  the  truth.**  Had  you  rested  neuter  in  this 
controversy,  your  plea  would  have  appeared  the  better  : 
but  as  you  have  determined  on  one'  side,  and  in  virtue  of 
such  difemma^  as  are  neither  half  so  clear  nor  half  so 
certain  as  this  is,  you  have  no  pretence  left  of  that  kind. 

You  should  therefore  tell  me  what  medium  there  is 
between  being  essentially  God,  and  being  a  creature ;  or 
else  own  the  Son  a  creature.  We  do  not  thus  shift  and 
shuffle  with  you,  when  you  press  us  with  dilemmas.  De- 
rived or  underiued;  we  srj derived:  being  or  not  being;  we 
say  being :  necessary  or  not  necessary  in  existence ;  we  say 
necesscny :  self-existent  or  not  self- exist ent ;  we  say  not 
self-existent :  Supreme  God  or  not  supreme  God;  we  say 
supreme  God.  And  whatever  invidious  terms,  or  however 
liable  to  be  misunderstood,  you  put  the  question  in,  still 
we  answer  frankly,  and  discover  our  minds.  And  what 
can  be  the  reason  of  the  difference  between  your  conduct 
and  ours,  but  that  we  desire  to  be  open  and  plain,  and 
you  love  disguises  ?  We  have  a  cause  which  we  know 
w^e  can  defend :  you  are  conscious  that  you  have  not. 
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We  are  justly  sensible  what  advantage  you  every  where 
make  by  putting  the  question,  "  Whether  God  the  Son 
"  be  the  supreme  Gody  or  that  supreme  God?*' 

1,  The  expression  is  apt  to  insinuate  to  the  reader  a 
notion  of  two  Gods,  supreme  and  inferior :  on  which  sup- 
position the  Son  certainly  could  not  be  the  supreme. 

2.  It  is  farther  apt  to  confound  the  reader,  as  insinu- 
ating, either  that  we  suppose  the  Son  to  be  the  supreme 
Father  himself,  or  else  that  the  supremacy  of  ordery  or 
cjtcef  belonged  equally  to  both.  Yet  wo  bear  with  your 
thus  unequally  and  partially  wording  the  questipn;  being 
content  to  admit  it  with  proper  distinctions,  and  to  assert 
that  God  the  Son  is  the  supreme  God,  or  even  that  supreme 
Godf  as  you  are  pleased  to  word  it  for  us. 

And  why  should  not  you  as  plainly  own,  that  you  make 
the  Son  a  creature;  there  being  no  imaginable  medium 
between  uncreated  and  created,  between  God  and  creature? 
Yet  you  pretend  to  be  arguing  only  against  the  Son's 
being  essentially  God,  or  supreme  God,  and  not  to  be 
arguing  for  his  being  a  creature;  though  they  come  to 
the  same  thing  differently  expressed*  You  say,  p.  338* 
there  lies  a  fallacy  in  my  words,  essentially  God.  As 
how  ?  Show  where  the  fallacy  is.  You  say,  the  words 
ought  to  mean  self-existent  in  such  a  sense  as  the  Fa- 
ther alone  is.  Well  then ;  if  you  take  self-existence 
and  necessary  existence  to  signify  the  same  thing,  you  of 
consequence  allow  no  medium,  but  that  the  Son  must 
either  be  the  Father  himself,  or  else  a  creature.  Why  do 
you  not  therefore  say  plainly  he  is  a  creature  f  You  will 
ask  then,  whether  I  would  prove  that  the  Son  is  the  Fa^ 
ther  himself,  in  proving  him  to  be  no  creature  f  No.  But 
when  I  have  proved  that  point,  (as  is  easily  done,  and 
has  been  done  a  thousand  times,)  it  will  then  be  apparent 
how  absurd  and  wild  your  notion  is,  that  there  is  no 
medium  between  God  the  Father  and  a  creature.  I  say 
then,  that  there  neither  is  nor  can  be  any  medium  betwe^i 
being  necessarily  existing  and  being  a  creature :  and  there- 
fore since  you  allow  nothing  to  be  necessary  but  the  Father, 
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you  plainly  make  a  creature  of  the  Son.  Insitead  of  an- 
swering this  plain  argument,  you  do  nothing  but  evade, 
and  shift  in  such  a  manner,  as  shows  only  that  you  are 
afraid  of  coming  to  the  point,  and  of  putting  the  contro- 
versy on  a  fair  issue :  which  is  highly  disingenuous. 
Were  I  to  abuse  my  readers  at  this  rate,  how  wduld  you 
insult,  and  look  upon  it  as  no  better  than  giving  up  the 
cause.  I  told  you  before',  and  now  tell  you  again,  that 
you  assert  evidently,  and  by  immediate  necessary  conse* 
quence,  ^^  that  the  Maker,  and  Redeemer,  and  Judge  of 
<^  the  whole  world  is  a  creature,  is  mutable  and  cont^t- 
^^  ible,  depending  entirely  on  the  good  pleasure  of  God, 
<^  has  a  precarious  existence  and  depencient  powers,  finite 
^  and  limited ;  and  is  neithgr  so  perfect  in  his  nature,  nor 
^^  so  exalted  in  privileges,  but  that  the  Father  may,  when 
^*  he  pleases,  create  another,  equal,  or  even  superior  to 
<^  him." 

This  is  no  unrighteous  representation,  nor  appealing  to 
the  prejudices  of  the  ignorant  vulgar:  you  know  it  is  not : 
but  it  is  laying  down  the  plain  naked  truth.  And  it  ought 
to  be  sounded  in  the  ears  and  rivetted  in  the  thoughts  of 
all  that  come  to  read  you ;  that  they  may  be  deeply  sen- 
sible what  you  are  doing,  and  whither  it  is  that  you  are 
leading  them. 

These  are  not  things  shocking  to  the  vulgar  only,  nor 
so  much  to  the  vulgar  as  to  the  wisest  and  most  con* 
siderate,  and  most  religious  men.  In  short,  they  are  such 
a  weight  upon  your  hypothesis,  as  have  ever  sunk  and 
bore  it  down  among  the  sober  part  of  mankind :  and 
they  will  ever  do  so,  as  long  as  true  piety  and  sobriety  of 
thought  have  any  footing  in  the  world.  This  you  are 
sensible  of;  and  are  therefore  forced  to  wink  hard. 

You  are  next  endeavouring  to  retort;  which  is  your 
-coastant  method  when  you  are  non-plused,  and  have  no 
direct  answer  to  give.  I  **  assert,^'  you  say,  "  many  su- 
^  preme  Gods  in  one  undivided  substance."     Ridiculous : 

•  Defepce,  ToLi.  p,  146.. 
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they  are  not  many  Gods^  for  that  very  reason,  because 
their  substance  is  undivided.  Is  there  no  di£krence  be- 
tween charging  fake  consequences  and  true  ones  2  Make 
you  out  the  consequence  which  you  pretend,  at  your 
Idsure :  mine  is  self* evident,  and  makes  itself. 

You  run  off  (p.  341.)  to  some  foreign  things,  which 
have  been  answered  in  their  place.  You  talk  of  authority 
and  dignity;  not  telling  us  what  you  mean  by  them, 
whether  of  order  and  office,  or  of  nature ;  though  it  is 
about  the  last  only,  that  we  are  inquiring.  I  suppose^  if 
the^e  be  ever  so  many  testimonies  in  antiquity  for  the 
Son's  UncreatednesSf  amsutstantialiiy,  eternity,  necessary 
existence,  omnipresence,  omnipotence,  and  other  divine  at- 
tributes*; all  must  yield  to  a  Jew  equivocations  and  quib- 
bles about  authority  and  dignity :  which  if  you  had  once 
defined  and  fixed  to  a  determinate  meaning,  (as  every  in- 
genuous man  would  have  done,)  it  would  have  been  pre- 
sently seen  whether  any  testimony  you  produce  were 
pertinent  or  no;  or  rather,  that  none  of  them  are  perti- 
nent. As  to  Basil,  whom  you  pretend  to  cite^  it  is  cer- 
tain he  did  not  mean  by  a^icuftari  what  you  mean ;  for  he 
absolutely  denies  that  the  Father  is  greater  in  respect  of 
dignity^,  meaning  essential  dignity :  and  he  particularly 
excepts  against  your  notion  of  making  the  Son  subject ; 
and  censures  Eunomius  smartly,  for  taking  from  him  the 
dignity  of  dominion,  t^j  h<rnoTilag  to  A^ioofji^x,  In  another 
placie,  he  spends  a  whole  chapter  in  confutation  of  that 
very  notion  you  are  contending  for;  proving  that  God 
the  Son  is  united  in  nature,  in  glory,  in  dignity^  with  the 
Father,  of  equal  honour  and  authority  <^.  I  had  told  you, 
that  ^*  an  eternal  substance,  not  divine,  and  a  Son  made 
*^  out  of  it,  was  what  you  must  mean,  or  mean  nothing^.'* 

&XX'  a^  a^wfutTi,  it  yu^  iyinro  S  w%  nv  vari.     Basil,  contr,  Eun.  lib.  iv*  et 
Uh.  i.  p.  236.  ed.  Bened. 

«  2«/»^^flM»  ^  i/MrifM)f———ro  rns  ci^tecs  ofMrifAtf,     BosiL  de  Sp.   Sdhcto. 
cap.  6. 

'  Defence^  vol.  i.  p.  150. 
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This  you  confute  by  calling  it  a  **  calumny,  ridiculous, 
^  and  unjust;"  which  is  a  very  easy  way  of  confutation. 
Let  the  reader  see  the  reason  why  you  had  nothing  to 
ofier  but  hard  words.  You  deny  the  Son's  bfeing  of  the 
same  divine  substance  that  the  Father  is ;  you  allow  him 
not  to  be  necessarily  existing ;  you  deny  his  being  out  of 
nothing.  Let  any  CEdipus  make  other  sense  of  this  put 
together,  than  what  I  made  of  it*^. 

Query  XIV. 

VThether  Dr.  Clarke,  who  every  where  denies  the  consub^ 
stantiality  of  the  Son  as  absurd  and  contradictory,  does 
not  of  consequence  affirm  the  Son  to  be  a  creature,  If  oux 
SvTcoVy  and  so  fall  under  his  own  censure^  and  is  self  con- 
demned ? 

HERE,  being  conscious  that  this  charge  is  just,  you 
can  give  no  direct  answer ;  but,  as  usual,  must  retreat  to 
little  shifts  and  poor  evasions.  I  sufficiently  explained 
the  true  sense,  and  my  sense  of  consubstantiality  in  my 
Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  326,  ^%'].  Yet  now  you  pretend  to 
complain,  you  understand  not  what  I  mean  by  corisub^ 
slajitiality :  whereas  the  truth  is,  you  understand  it  so 
well  as  to  know  that  this  Query  is  unanswerable.  But 
let  us  hear  how  you  can  cavil  where  you  cannot  reply. 
'^  Sometimes^"  you  tell  me,  I  "  seem  to  mean  that  the 
^^  Father  and  Son  are  individually  the  same  single,  iden- 
**  tical,  whole  substance."  But  where  do  you  ever  find 
me  talking  so  weakly  and  crudely?  This  you  gather  only 
from  the  word  individual;  which  is  capable  of  a  larger 
and  stricter  sense,  as  I  have  often  intimated.    When  you 

^  Qui  FUium  ^e  Patris  substantia  natum  denegant,  debent  utiqae  dicere 
Qorde  ftrbitrentiir  Dei  FiHam  exstitisse :  utrum  de  mkUo,  an  ex  aXiquo  f  Si  de 
nIMh  exilitit,  Creatine  dicendiis  eftt,  non  Grealor.  Si  autem  de  4tliguo  cH- 
Ofttui^  jie^feiam  id  ipsAinDeiis  Feok,  trade  FiliBiii  genuit.  An  forte  coaiermmt. 
dicitor  aliquid  habuisse  unde  posset  Filiom  generare  ?  Si  coeeterntim  aliquid 
aestimatur,  unde  genitus  Fllius  creditur,  Manichseorum  error  hac  adsertione 
firmatur.    FtUgtnU  Retp,  eontr,  Arian,  object,  iv.  p.  58. 
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sap|>ode  that  part  of  God's  substance  which  6118  the  surif 
to  be  individually  the  same  with  what  fills  the  moon;  do 
you  mean  that  both  are  individually  the  same  single,  iden- 
tical, whole  substance?  How  often  must  you  be  reminded 
of  your  unequal  dealing  in  this  controversy,  that  argu- 
ments must  hold  against  the  Trinity,  which,  in  other 
cases,  have  no  force  with  you  at  all  ?  I  may  speak  of 
whole  and  parts,  while  I  am  arguing  against  a  man  that 
brings  every  thing  under  extension :  but  as  to  the  Catholic 
doctrine  of  the  Church,  which  I  here  defend,  the  words 
are  not  proper ;  only  this  is  certain,  that  one  Person  of  the 
Trinity  is  not  all  the  Persons  of  the  Trinity.    Yet  because 
the  Persons  are  undivided,  they  are  one  individual  sub- 
stance; which  is  as  far  from  Sabetlianism  as  from  Tri* 
theism,  and  can  justly  be  charged  with  neither.    You 
pretend  that  Dr.  Clarke  does  not  deny  such  consubstau' 
tiality  as  was  taught  by  the  Nicene  Fathers.     If  this  be 
true,  then  he  admits,  or  does  not  deny,  that  the  substance 
,  of  the  Son  is  of  the  same  kind  with  that  of  the  Father,  as 
truly  as  light  answers  to  light,  very  God  to  very  God, 
uncreated  to  uncreated,  and  so  on^:  that  is,  he  admits  all 
that  I  do,  and  there  is  no  longer  any  dispute  between  us. 
For  I  will  easily  prove  to  him,  after  he  is  advancej  thus 
far,  that  whatever  is  thus  equal  in  nature  to  the  Father, 
cannot  be  unequal  in  any  essential  powers  or  perfections: 
and  so  all  that  you  have  been  doing  drops  at  once.   If 
these  be  the  Doctor's  present  sentiments>  I  am  very  glad 
of  it :  they  were  not  always  so.  You  say,  indeed,  "  what- 
"  ever  the  Son's  metaphysical  nature,  essence,  or  sub- 
**  stance  be,  all  the  Doctor's  propositions  (so  far  as  you 
**  perceive)  hold  nevertheless  equally  true.'*  Are  you  then 
so  very  unperceiving  in  a  plain  and  clear  case  ?  Turn  to 
five  of  the  Doctor's  propositions,  (5th,  lath,  J4th,  19th, 
^3^*)  where  he  denies  the  Substance,  or  Person,  of  the 
Son,  or  Holy  Ghost,  to  be  self-existeni :  and  compare 
your  own  construction  of  self-existent,  by  necessarily  ex 


^  See  soy  Defence^  voL  i.  p.  327. 
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istingf  with  them ;  and  then  tell  me^  whether  the  Doctor 
has  deterxnined  nothing  about  the  substance  of  the  Son. 
Doth  he  not  make  the  substance  of  the  Father  necessary, 
the  other  precarious;  the  one  self -sufficient  ^  the  other  de- 
pending;  the  one  immutable^  the  other  mutable  at  plea- 
sure ;  in  a  word,  the  one  infinitely  perfect^  the  other  m* 
finitely  short  of  it  ?  All  this  follows  by  self-evident  con- 
nection from  the  Doctor's  denying  the  Son's  necessary 
existence.  Now  cert^nly  he  has  hereby  determined  their 
substances  to  be  entirely  different  in  land;  or  else  I  should 
despair  of  showing,  that  a  man  and  a  horse^  a  tree  and  a 
stone,  are  not  ifiMoo-ix,  are  not  of  the  same  kind.  For 
what  is  it  we  denote  and  distinguish  different  kinds  of 
substances  by,  but  by  their  different  essential  properties  ? 
Do  not  therefore  now  bring  me  the  lame  pretence  about 
the  Doctor's  propositions  being  the  same  on  either  suppo-* 
sition.  I  bore  with  it  in  the  Modest  Pleaders,  (though 
sensible  how  little  sincerity ^  was  in  it,)  because  I  was  then 
doubtful  whether  the  Doctor  should  be  charged  with  de^ 
nying  the  necessary  existence.  You  have  eased  me  of  that 
doubts  and  now  the  plea  is  ridiculous,  and  will  serve  no 
longer.  The  mystery  is  at  length  come  out;  and  self* 
existence,  wherewith  we  have  been  .so  long  amused,  wants 
no  unriddling. 

Query  XV. 

WTiether  he  also  must  not,  of  consequence,  affirm  of  the 
Son,  that  there  was  a  time  when  he  was  not,  since  God 
must  exist  before  the  creature;  and  therefore  is  again 
self-condemned.  (See  Prop.  16.  Script.  Doctr.)  And 
whether  he  does  not  equivocate  in  saying,  elsewhere,  that 
the  second  Person  has  been  always  with  the  first ;  and 
that  there  has  been  no  time  when  he  was  not  so :  and 
lastly,  whether  it  be  not  a  vain  and  weak  attempt  to 

s  See  the  Preface  to  my  SermouB>  rol.  ii. 
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pretend  to  any  middle  way  between  the  orthcxkKX  ami  the 
Arians ;  or  to  carry  thb  Son's  divinity  the  least  higher 
than  they  did^  without  taking  in  the  consubstdntiality  ? 

IT  has  been  shown  that  the  Son  is,  upon  the  Doctor's 
principles,  a  precarious  beings  which  is  nothing  but  an- 
other name  for  creature :  and  now  the  question  is  only . 
whether  a  creature  can  be  eternal.  And  this  is  of  no  great 
moment  to  the  cause  itself,  but  only  to  show  the  Doctor's 
self'-condemnatio9iy  in  blaming  sugh  as  have  said,  there 
was  a  time  when  the  Son  was  not.  If,  for  the  sake  hereof, 
you  will  maintain  that  a  creatwe  is  eternal,  you  shall 
dispute  by  yourself,  or  else  against  Mr.  Whiston*^;  who 
justly  calls  it  a  despised  and  absurd  tenet:  only  he  hap- 
pened to  have  his  thoughts  a  little  wandering,  when  he 
called  it  an  Athanasian  mystery,  instead  of  calling  it  an 
Arian  one.  For  I  never  heard  of  any  one  Athanasian  but 
what  despised  and  rejected  it.  There  were  some  Arians 
who  formed  a  new  sect  abbtit  the  year  394,  under  the 
name  of  Psathyrians,  whb  have  been  charged  with  tliat 
principle  by  Tbeodorit';  though  I  think  Socrates 's  and 
Sozomen's  account^  of  them  rather  acquits  them  of  it. 
Now  if  you  are  inclined  to  maintain  such  wild  doctrine, 
say  so  plainly :  if  not,  let  us  know  the  meaning  of  the 
Doctor's  censuring  those  that  should  presume  to  say  of 
the  Son,  that  there  was  a  time  when  he  was  not^;  and 
of  his  saying  that  the  second  Person  has  been  always 
with  the  first.     I  am  sensible  there  is  something  very 

^  Nor  do  I  quite  de^air  of  seeing  suck  shrewd  and  cunning  Athanasians 
as  Dr.  W.  driven  to  this  last  evasion,  and  of  hearing  them  broach  this 
other  great  Athanasian  mystely,  how  despised  (ind  absurd  an  one  soever,  that 
any  creature  whatsoever  may  be  strictly  ^)eaking»  in  point  of  duration^ 
coetemal  with  its  Creator.    Whistouy  R^l^f  to  Lord  Nottingham,  p.  30. 

*  Theod.  Hsret.  Fab.  lib.  4.  Compare  the  supposititious  Disputatio  contra 
Arium,  p.  211.  ed.Bened. 

k  Socrat.  Eccl.  Hist.  lib.  v.  cap.  23.  p.  300.  Sozom.  Eccl.  Hist.  lib.  vu. 
cap.  17.  p.  303. 

*  Clarke's  Script  Doctr.  prop.  16. 
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fnean  and  disparaging  in  the  way  of  equivocating  upon  so 
serious  a  subject.  A  man  may  well  be  ashamed  to  own 
it :  so  I  press  it  no  farther. 

You  were  to  find  a  middle  way  between  the  orthodox 
and  the  Arians :  which  I  called  a  vain  and  weak  attempt, 
and  proved  it  to  be  so.  You  do  not  care  to  own  your 
mistake  here  i  but  you  say,  *^  it  is  not  material  to  deter- 
^*  mine."  That  is,  you  find  it  has  been  evidently  deter^ 
mined  against  you;  though  you  are  very  unwilling  t6 
confess  it.  Next  you  come  to  your  usual  method  of 
misrepresenting  my  notion,  and  charging  three  supreme 
GocLs:  which  trifling  has  been  answered  oftener  than 
it  deserved.  What  follows,  p.  348,  349.  is  so  exceeding 
low,  that  in  pure  commiseration  one  would  pass  it  over. 
Page  350,  you  come  to  dispute  the  point,  whether  the 
Doctor  s  scheme  was  condemned  near  14C0  years  ago  by 
the  Council  of  Nice.  You  pretend  that  none  of  his  Pro* 
positions  were  condemned.  But  I  insist  upon  it,  that  the 
Doctor,  in  denying  the  Son's  necessary  existence^  evidently 
makes  him  a  creature :  and  therefore  all  that  is  material 
in  the  Doctor's  Propositions,  all  that  we  find  fault  with, 
in  respect  of  his  doctrine  of  God  the  Son,  stands  fully 
condemned  by  the  Nicene  Council.  And  do  not  imagine 
that  the  point  of  difference  betwixt  us  lies  only  in  autho- 
rity^ or  office^  and  not  in  nature :  you  make  the  nature  of 
the  Son  wholly  of  a  different  kind  from  the  Father,  as 
hath  been  shown.  I  told  you  of  our  doctrine,  that  it  has 
'^  prevailed  for  1400  years  :*'  upon  which  you  remind  me 
of  my  saying  of  the  Arians,  that  the  "  world  was  once, 
"  in  a  manner,  their  own.*'  In  a  manner,  that  is,  when 
they  had  got  the  emperors  of  the  world,  in  a  manner,  on 
their  side.  You  return  to  your  quibble  about  individual 
essence.  Please  to  observe,  essentia  de  essentia,  sub^ 
stantia  de  substantia,  was  Catholic  doctrine  all  along: 
and  this  is  the  full  meaning  of  individual  essence.  Not 
essences,  nor  substances,  nor  beings :  any  more  than  you 
wiU  say  substances,  while  yet  you  admit  substance  and 

vol..  HI.  z 
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subsUmce;  or  lerngSf^wYmr^  yet  you  are  foreed  to  allow 
hmng  and  beings. 

You  tell  me,  I  acknowledge  person  and  mtdligent  vkgent 
to  be  the  same.  I  never  acknowledged  any  sudi  thing; 
but  always  denied  their  being  reciprocaL  But  because  thn 
word  person  is  a  matter  of  much  dispute,  I  shall  hereen^ 
deavour,  haviag  nothing  farther  worth  notice  under  this 
Query,  to  give  the  best  account  I  am  able  of  the  trae  no- 
tion of  person^  I  shall  not  here  search  into  the  books  of 
philosophers,  but  into  the  common  apprehensions  of  mas^ 
kind,  learned  and  unlearned ;  which  appears  to  be  die 
true  method  of  knowing  what  ideas  are  affixed  to  the 
word  person. 

Our  ideas  ate  at  first  all  of  them  particular ,  and  bor- 
rowed from  what  we  daily  converse  with,  from  what  wc 
see  and  feel.  Our  first  notion  of  person  is  the  notion  we 
have  of  a  maut  a  woman,  a  ehUd.  By  degrees  we  leara  to 
abstract  from  the  differences  of  age,  sex,  stature,  8cc.  and 
so  we  form  a  more  general  idea  of  an  human  person,  mean* 
ing  one  of  our  own  species :  and  this  idea,  perhaps,  a  rude 
countryman  would  express,  improperly,  by  the  word 
Christia/n,  in  opposition  to  bruteSj  or  inaiitmaie  things. 
From  the  idea  of  human  persons  thus  forihed,  we  proceed 
to  make  a  more  general  idea,  by  leaving  out  what  is  pe- 
culiar to  our  species,  and  keeping  in  what  we  coBcdve 
common  to  us  with  angels,  suppose,  or  any  inteffigent 
bemg.  And  now  we  take  in  rationality  only,  or  tntelU' 
gence :  and  a  person  is  something  intelligent  in  oppostion 
to  the  brutal  creation.  Indeed  there  is  somethings  analo- 
gous to  person  even  in  brutes :  and  so  it  is  eomfflion  to 
say  he  or  she  of  them,  in  like  manner  as  we  speak  of 
pefsdns.  But  still  the  common  notion  of  person  includes 
intelligence:  and  I  think  Damaseen'^  is  very  singnkir  in 
bringiDg  in  tMs  tov  Ihpjrw  under  utfoot^c^s  and  vgoffmnv, 

-  See  my  Vefenee,  vol.  i.  p.  119,  120,  211.  and  Reply  to  Dr,  Whitby, 
vol.  U.  p.  219. 
■  Duntaden.  Direct,  c.  xUii*  p.  46, 
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slgnifyiag  person^  But  perhaps  be  meant  it  of  (ttioTaa^ 
pnly,  and  did  not  nicdy  disdoguish.  Thus  far  we.  are 
advanoed^  that  parson  is  something  whiph  is  the  svljed  of 
intelligence.  But  still  we  are  not  come  far  enough  to  £x 
^e  idea  of  a  singU  person :  for  an  army,  a  council^  a  se^ 
nate,  is  soi9ielhiQg  wJbidi  is  the  subject  /of  intelligence, 
something  that  understtmds  and  acts.  We  must  ith^refore 
be  more  particular :  and  at  length  we  may  bring  ^t  to  thiss 
a  single  person  is  an  inteUigent  agent,  having  the  distinc-- 
five  characters  of  I,  thou,  he;  and  not  divided  nor  distin^ 
guished  into  more  inielligeni  agents  capable  of  the  same 
characters*  This  definition  or  description  will,  I.think^ 
take  in  all  the  ideas  thdit  mankind  have  generally  affixed  to 
the  word  person,  when  undersitood  of  a  smgle  person.  I 
will  ^K>w  this  first  negatively,  and  ^ben  positively.    ^ 

I.  Negatively.  An  army,  a  senate,  &c.  is  not  a  single 
person,  .because  divided  into  moce.  The  Trinity,  upon  the 
Catholic  hypothesis,  is  not  a  sin^e  person^  because  distin" 
guisAed  into  more  intelligent  agents  than  one. 

a.  Positively.  A  man  is  a  single  person  by  the  defiai^ 
lion. 

An  angel  is  a  single  person  by  the  same- 

Father,  Son,  or  Holy  Ghost,  a  single  person  by  t(he 
isame. 

Any  separate  soul,  a  single  person  also. 

The  deiv^poovos,  or  God^man,  a  single  person :  hec^iose 
not  divided  nor  distinguished  into  more  intelligent  agents 
than  one,  having  each  of  them  the  distinctive  cbamQters. 

To  clear  this  matter  a  little  farther,  we  must  next  dis- 
linguish  persons  into  several  kinds :  as  i.  divided  and>9^- 
divided;  ,a»  simple  ea^d  compound :  which,  when  exfimtied, 
will,  I  hope)  set  this  whole  adair  m  a  ^rue  and  full  Jii^t« 

J.  As  to  lihe  distinction  of  dinided  ^lxiA  undivided J'$S^ 
persons,  but  the  ikree  divine  Persofns,  are- divide  and  s^a- 
parate  from  each  other  in  nature,  substa^:)ce,  and  e^ibte^^Qe. 
They  do  not  mutually  include  and  imply  each  (Ptji^r : 
therefore  they  are  not  oidy  distinct  sul^ects,  /^gefU^,  or 
suppQsitq,  but  diatijnict  siih^tance^  ,al$o«     >^^  ^  41)^ 
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Persons,  being  undivided^  and  not  having  any  separate  ex- 
istence independent  on  each  other ;  they  cannot  be  looked 
upon  as  sulstancesy  but  as  one  substance  distinguished  into 
several  supposita^  or  intelligent  agents. 

1.  As  to  the  other  distinction  of  simple  and  compound^ 
it  will  appear  what  reason  there  is^  for  it.  An  angely  or  a 
souly  (whether  supposed  first  preexistings  or  afterwards 
separated j)  is  a  simple  person,  and  so  is  God  the  Father y 
or  God  the  Holy  Ghosts  upon  the  Catholic  scheme.  But 
man  is  a  compound  person  of  soul  and  body.  It  is  plain^ 
that  according  to  the  common  idea  of  person^  (which  must 
here  be  our  rule,)  the  body  goes  to  make  up  the  person  : 
otherwise  we  could  not  say  James  or  John  is  fat  or  leavy 
low  or  tall,  healthful  or  sickly,  or  the  like;  such  things 
belonging  to  the  body  only,  and  yet  belonging  to  the  per- 
son. If  we  suppose  John's  soul  to  have  preexisted,  it 
would  be  a  person  in  that  preexislent  state  as  much  as 
after,  having  all  that  belongs  to  the  definition  of  a  person : 
and  by  taking  a  body  afterward,  the  soul  does  not  become 
magis  persona,  but  major  persona :  that  is,  the  person  is 
enlarged  by  the  addition  of  a  body,  but  still  altogether  is 
considered  but  as  one  subject  with  intelligence  in  it ;  and 
all  is  but  one  Peter,  one  John,  one  /,  he,  or  thou,  which 
completes  the  notion  of  a  single  person.  Let  John  die, 
the  body  is  no  longer  part  of  the  person,  but  the  person 
goes  where  the  intelligence  rests ;  the  soul  in  this  case 
becomes,  not  minus  persona,  by  the  separation,  but  minor. 

Our  next  example  of  a  compound  person  is  the  dgav- 
dp«wro$,  consisting  of  the  Logos,  the  soul^  and  the  body. 
The  Logos  was  a  Person  before  the  incarnation,  as  much 
as  after.  But  by  taking  in  a  si>ul  and  body,  the  whole 
Person  then  is  made  up  of  all  three.  And  thus  Christ  rs 
always  represented  in  Scripture  in  the  same  manner  as  any 
single  person  is  represented ;  one  /,  one  he,  one  thou,  whe^ 
ther  he  is  spoken  of  with  respect  to  what  he  is  as  the  Logos, 
or  as  having  a  soul  or  a  body.  The  same  Christ  made  the 
world,  increased  in  wisdom,  was  pierced  with  a  spear :  in 
which  tluree  examples,  it  appears  that  the  Logos,  the  soul, 
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and  the  bodt/y  all  go  to  make  up  the  one  Person,  the  one 
compound  Person  of  .Christ,  And  hence  it  is,  that  the 
churches  of  God,  following  the  common  idea  of  a  single 
person^  which  they  found  to  suit  with  the  Scripture  re- 
presentation of  Christ,  have  rightly  and  justly  include^  aU 
the  three  constituents  in  the  one  Person^. 

These  are  my  present  thoughts  of  the  word  person,  and 
the  ideas  contained  in  it.  If  any  man  has  any  thing  to 
object  to  it,  I  shall  be  willing  either  more  fully  to  explain, 
or  else  to  alter  the  notion,  as  I  see  reason  for  it.  You  will 
perceive  that  intelligent  acting  substance  ia  implied  in 
every  person ;  and  more  persons  are  more  intelligent  .swi- 
slancesj  whenever  their  substance  is  divided,  but  not  other- 
wise :  and  two  intelligent  substances  are  two  persons, 
3M4iere  both  have  existed  separately.,  or  have  been  severally 
capable  of  the  distinctive  characters,  but  not  otherwise. 
You  w»ill  also  perceive,  that  intelligent  jacting  substance 
{that  ifi,  intelligent  agent,  as  you  cdl  it)  is  not  equivalent 
to  person,  -neither  are  the  phrases  reciprocal.  But  to  m- 
telligeni  agent  add,  its  not  being  divided,  nor  distinguished 
into  more  inlelligent  agents  having  the  same  distinctive 
characters;  and  then,  as  I  conceive,  you  complete  the 
notion  of  person,  according  as  it  lias  conunonly  passed 
with  mankind.  I  suppose  not  any  of  the  divine  Persons  a 
person  in  a  sense  different  from  lije  common  meaning  of 
the  word  person :  they  are  Persons  in  the  same  common 
sense  of  peison ^  but  Persons  of  a  different  kind,  and  dif- 
ferently circumstantiated  from  what  human,  or  angelical, 
or  any  other  kinds  of  persons  are.  Thus  person,  like  tri- 
angle, appears  to  be  the  name  for  an  abstract  idea :  and 
the  name  is  equally  applicable  to  every  kind  of  person,  as 
the  name  of  triangle  is  to  every  kind  of  triaQgle^ 

«  Yidemus  dnplicem  statam,  non  confiuum,  sed  conjanctam  in  una  PersonUy 
Peum  ct  bominem  Jesum,  TertuU,  eontr,  Prax.  c,  27,.  T»v  01*5  Aoytf 
ittiru,  Tj  »a9r*  uxivrttwn  ^yri*^,  hv^Uft  tjI  fa^xi,  &Q.  Ir^ntei  Fragfn.  p.  347^ 
Bened. 
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Query  XVI. 

tVHeiher  hy  these  (of  the  first  column)  and  the  like  texts, 
addration  and  worship  be  not  so  appfopridted  to  the  one 
Godj  as  to  belong  to  him  only  ? 

Divine  ivorship  due 


To  the  one  God. 
TliOH  shalt  hwrt  no  other  gods 
bef^r^  ^i€,  £xdd.  xx.  3. 

Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord 
tliy  God,  and  him  only  shalt  thou 
iB^rve,  Matt^  ir.  10. 


To  Christ- 

Tbey  worshipped  him^  Luke 
xxiv.  52.  ]>t  all  the  angek  ol' 
God  worship  hiniy  Heb.  i.  6. 

That  all  men  should  honour  the 
Son,  even  as  they  honour  the  Fa- 
ther, John  V.  23. 


UNDER  this  Query  I  fully  proved,  in  my  Defence, 
that,  according  to  Scripture  and  antiquity^  adoration  is 
due  to  God  alone,  in  opposition  to  all  creature^worship 
whatever.  You  enter  very  little,  if  at  all,  into  the  par- 
ticulairg  of  thfe  evidence  which  I  produced :  but  you  form 
two  objections  against  the  thing  in  general,  leaving  me 
the  part  of  a  respondent y  instead  of  undertaking  it  your- 
self, as  was  proper  in  answer  to  queries.  Your  two  ob-* 
jections  are  these  :  i.  That  if  my  arguments  prove  any 
things  they  prove  too  much,  viz.  that  Christ  i^  the  very 
Father  himself.  %.  That  they  again  prove  too  much  in 
disaUowing  all  mediatorial  worship  /  which,  yoU  think,  is 
pldnHy  warranted  by  Scripture  and  antiquity. 

I.  As  to  your  first  pretence,  it  is  founded  only  to  the 
personal  characters,  J,  thou^  he;  seemingly  excluding  all 
persons  but  one.  To  which  it  is  answered,  that  the#e  is 
no  necessity  Arising  from  any  pretended  force  of  the  ear* 
elusive  terms^  for  excluding  all  other  persons  P:  but  there 
is  a  necessity,  from  the  very  end  and  design  of  the  Law, 
for  excluding  all  other  gods  ;  and  from  the  whole  tenor  of 
Scripture,  for  excluding  all  creatures :  so  that  my  atfgu- 
inent  proves  what  I  intended  to  prove,  and  no  more.   Arid 

p  See  my  fourth  Sermon,  rol.  ii. 
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why  have  you  not  answered,  after  you  hare  been  so  often 
called  upon,  the  reasons  I  bad  oflfered  in  my  Defence,  and 
Prefece  to  my  Sermons,  against  the  receiving  inferior  gods 
to  any  degree  of  religious  worship  ?  Surely  it  should  be 
your  business  to  respond  sometimes,  especially  in  reply  to 
guewies,  and  not  merely  to  oppose. 

%.  As  to  your  seeond  pretence  about  mediatorial  worships 
first  borrowed  from  Pagans,  handed-  on  by  Arians,  and 
brought  to  our  own  thnes  by  Papists ;  I  shall  give  it  a 
large  and  distinct  answer  presently.  You  have  for  some 
time  (I  mean  yoo  and  your  friends)  amused  unthinking  per- 
sons with  a  phrase,  never  yet  distinctly  expkuned  by  you, 
but  serving  to  delude  such  as  can  be  content  with  sounds 
instead  of  sense.  I  shall  endeavour  to  search  this  matter 
to  the  bottom,  once  for  all ;  and  then  show  how  easy  it  is 
to  unravel  your  speculations  on  this  head* 

By  mediaiorinl  worship  you  intend  some  khid  of  wor- 
ship to  be  paid  to  Christ;  such  as  you  have  been  pleased 
to  invent  for  him,  rather  than  none.  I  do  not  find  that 
you  have  secured  any  worship  at  all  to  the  Holy  Ghost, 
(who  is  no  mediator^)  though  all  antiquity  has  paid  him 
worship.  But  you  are  so  confused  and  undeterminate  in 
your  account  of  mediatorial  warship,  that  it  is  not  easy  to 
discover  what  you  precisely  mean  by  it;  or  perhaps  you 
yourself  do  not  yet  know  what  you  intend.  There  are 
but  two  general  senses,  so  far  as  I  conceive,  to  be  put 
upon  it ;  tbotigh  these  again  are  divided  into  many  par- 
iieular  ones.  The  two  I  speak  of,  are  either,  i.  the  mak- 
ing Christ  the  medium  of  worship ;  or,  2.  the  worship- 
ping him  under  the  character  of  a  Mediator*  We  must 
examine  both  these. 

I.  A  medium  of  uwrship  is  a  phrase  of  some  latitude 
and  ambiguity.  It  must  be  explained  by  instances  and 
examples ;  that  considering  all  cases  which  can  well  be 
thought  of,  we  may  at  last  hit  upon  what  you  mean  by 
mediatorial  worship.  An  image  has  been  sometimes 
thought  a  medium  of  worship,  when  God  is  supposed  to 
be  worshipped  by  and  through  an  image :  as  in  the  in- 
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Stance  of  the  molten  calf^  and  in  the  golden  Calves  of  Dan 
and  Bethel.  Such  mediatorial  worship  as  this  leaves 
very  little  honour  to  the  medium :  all  is  supposed  to  pass 
through,  to  the  ultimate  object.  Thus  the  Egyptians,  in 
v^'orshipping  the  sacred  animals,  supposed  the  worship  to 
pass  to  the  prototype,  to  the  Deity  whereunto  the  ani- 
mals belonged.  This,  I  presume,  is  not  your  notion  of 
mediatorial  worship  :  if  it  be,  it  is  low  indeed. 

There  may  be  a  second  sense  of  making  a  medittm  gS 
worship :  as,  if  we  were  to  pray  to  Christ,  to  pray  for  us. 
Tliis  is  near  akin ^  to  the  Romish  doctrine  of  praying  to 
saints  and  angels.  If  this  be  what  you  mean  by  mediae 
torial  worship,  your  opinion  of  Christ  may  still  be  very 
low,  as  of  one  that  gives  us  nothing  himself^  but  only 
asks  another  to  give  us.  But,  besides  that  there  is  no 
warrant  for  praying  to  any  thing  less  than  God,  and  so 
such  a  practice  must  be  wholly  unjustifiable ;  I  conceive 
that  this  is  not  what  you  mean  by  mediatorial  worship, 
it  being  so  extremely  low  and  dishonourable  to  suppose 
that  he  can  himself  do  nothing  for  us,  especially  having 
declared  the  contrary,  John  xiv.  13,  14. 

There  is  a  third  sense  of  a  medium  of  worship :  as  if 
we  ask  the  Father  any  thing  by  and  through  the  merits 
of  Jesus  Christ.  If  this  be  what  you  mean  by  mediatorial 
worship,  I  am  afraid  it  will  amount  to  no  worship  at  all 
upon  your  principles.  You  will  not  say  that  the  same 
worship  is  therein  paid  to  both :  and  unless  you  say  that, 
you  leave  no  worship  at  all  for  God  the  Son  in  such  ad- 
dresses or  applications. 

There  may  be  a.  fourth  consideration  of  a  medium  of' 
worship,  supposing  Christ  to  be  directly  worshipped, 
but  **  to  the  glory  of  the  Father :"  the  Father  being  inia- 
gined  to  be  glorified  through  Christ  as  through  a  me- 
dium.  Now  here  I  must  ask.  Whether  the  worship 
supposed  to  be  paid  to  Christ  be  supreme  or  inferior? 
You  will  not  say  supreme :  and  if  it  be  inferior,  it  cannot 
be  presumed  to  pass  on  to  the  supreme  object,  who  would 
not  be  honoured  but  affronted  with  irferior  worship.     U 
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must  therefore  rest  in  the  inferior  object,  and  so  cannot 
be  called  mediate,  but  ultimate  worship.  I  must  add^ 
that  no  worship  of  a  creature  cati  terminate  in  the  Crea^ 
tor,  or  be  for  his  glory ,  because  he  has  absolutely  forbid- 
den all  creature-worship :  and  therefore,  again,  such  wor- 
ship as  we  are  now  supposing  cannot  be  mediate,  but  tti- 
timatey  terminating  where  it  is  offered. 

Indeed,  the  Scripture  never  makes  any  difference  be- 
tween directing  and  terminating  worship;  but  supposes 
it  always  to  terminate  in  the  object  to  which  it  is  direct- 
ed, or  offered.     God  interprets  all  image-worship,  or  creo- 
ture- worship,  as  terminating  in  the  image,  or  creature,  to 
which  it  is  offered.     When  the  Israelites  worshipped  the 
calf,  they  "  offered  sacrifice  to  an  idol,"  not  to  God;  and 
they  ^'  worshipped  the  molten  image,"  not  God,  in  doing 
it ;  however  they  might  intend  and  mean  it  (as  they  cer- 
tainly did)  for  the  JehovaJi.    They  are  said  to  have  "  for- 
"  got  Crod  their  Saviour,"  (Psal.  cvi.  zi.)  notwithstanding 
their  intention  to  remember  him  in  it ;  because  it  was  not 
remembering  him  in  a  manner  suitable  to  his  command- 
ment, which  was  to  offer  worship  to  God  only.     So  also 
Jeroboam  is  said  to  have  made  other  gods,  and  to  have 
cast  "  CJod  behind  his  back,"  (i  Kings  xiv.  9.  2,  Chr,  xiii. 
II.)   notwithstanding  his  intention  to  terminate  all   the 
worship  in  the  true  Jehovah.    I  may  add,  that  when  St. 
John  was  preparing  to  offer  worship  to  an  angel,  (whe- 
ther out  of  a  sudden  transport,  or  not  then  knowing  that 
it  was  a  mere  angel,)  no  doubt  but  he  designed  the  glory 
of  God,  and  to  terminate  all  worship  there :  and  yet  it  is 
observable,  that  the  angel,  notwithstanding,  bade  him 
"  worship  God ;"  intimating,  that  it  is  not  worshipping  of 
God,  unless  the  worship  be  directly  offered  to  God.    Dr. 
Clarke^  has  a  fancy,  that  the  idolatry  of  such  as  wor- 
shipped the  true  God  through  mediums  of  their  own  in- 
venting, lay  only  in  their  making  idol-mediators,  such  as 
God  had  not  allowed  them  to  have.    But  this  notion  is 

»  X:iAike*8  Script  Doct  p.  344.  ed.  2(L 
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terj  peculiar,  and  has  no  foundation  in  Scripture  or  anfi* 
quity.  To  pay  reUgious  worship  to  any  thing  is,  in  Scrip- 
ture style,  making  a  God  of  it.     This  is  true,  even  6t 
what  is  called  mediate  or  relative  worship ;  as  I  hare  be- 
fore instanced  in  the  case  of  the  golden  calf,  and  the  calves 
of  Dan  and  Bethel.     And  Laban's  teraphims,  or  images, 
which  were  supposed  to  be  no  more  than  symbols  or  iwe- 
diums  of  the  worship  of  the  Jehofah,  (for  Laban  wor- 
shipped, as  some  believe,   the  true  God',)  are  called 
gods » J  because  worship  was  offered  directly  to  them,  in- 
stead of  being  offered  immediately  to  God.    To  make 
any  medium  of  worship  was  setting  up  other  gods,  not 
other  mediiUors;  strange  gods,  not  strange  mediators;  it 
was  robbing  God,  not  any  mediator,  of  his  honour ;  and 
making  an  idol'god,  not  an  idoUmediator.    The  idolaters 
are  never  charged  with  mistaking  the  medium,  but  mis- 
taking the  object;  not  with  having  false  mediators,  but 
false  gods;  not  for  worshipping  those  that  were  not  me- 
diaiors  by  office,  but  those  that  by  nature  were  no  gods  ; 
for  worshipping  the  creature,  not  instead  of  the  Mediator , 
but  instead  of  the  "  Creator,  who  is  blessed  for  ever.**  Such 
is  the  constant  language  both  of  the  Old  and  New  Testa- 
ment, which  never  fix  the  charge  upon  the  setting  up 
false  mediators  or  mediums  of  worship;  nor  ever  insert 
any  caution  against  it :  so  weak  and  groundkes  is  the 
Doctor's  notion  of  idoUmediators.     What  then  is  (he  re- 
sult, you  will  ask,  of  this  reasoning  ?  Does  not  the  wor- 
ship of  Christ  terminate  in  the  glory  of  God  the  Father  ? 
Admit  that  it  does  so:  then  certainly  the  worship  of 
Christ  is  not  creature-worship.    For  ^nce  all  worship  ter- 
minates in  the  object  to  which  it  is  directed  or  offered,  if 
the  same  act  of  worship,  ofered  to  Christ,  tenmimtes  in 
God  the  Father ;  then  the  case  is  plain  that  it  terminates 
in  both,  and  both  are  one  undivided  object.     Having  con- 
sidered the  several  senses  of  a  medium  of  worship,  and 
fbown  that  none  of*  them  will  answer  your  purpose,  I 
come  now, 

'  Gen.  xzxi.  49,  53.  <  Gen.  xxxi.  30.   Josh.  xxiv.  2. 
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3^.  To  consider  the  worship  of  Christ  under  the  cha- 
racter of  a  MedialoTy  and  to  see  what  sense  we  can  make 
of  mediatorial  worship  under  that  view.  A  Mediator  may 
be  considered  two  ways,  according  to  the  ancients;  a  Me* 
<£ator  by  nature,  and  Mediator  by  office.  The  first  afti 
principal  sense  of  a  Mediator  (/tgaiVij;)  between  God  and 
man,  is  a  Person  partaking  of  the  nature  of  both,  peif^ct 
God  and  perfect  man.  In  this  sense,  principally ,  the  an-r 
cient  Christians  constantly  understood  Christ  to  be  a 
Mediator.  So  Irenaeus,  Melito,  Clemens,  Hippolytus,  Ter- 
f ullian,  Cyprian,  Novatian,  and  others  of  the  Ante-Ni-^ 
eetes;  whose  testimonies  I  have  placed  in  the  mrnffflStK 
Asr  to  Post-Nicenes,  since  no  doubt  can  be  made  of  them, 
I  content  myself  with  referring  to  Petavius,  who  has  col* 
lected  their  testimonies  »• 


tUt  yk^  fttrtrtiv  &iaS  rt  xai  iivB^^tkntuf,  hell  rns  tii»S  "Otfis  iK»ri^«og  oituivnrdt  tif 
piXmi  Mti  iftmattu  tevg  ifcpsri^»tf  drvr«yecyiTf,     Fren,  p.  211.  ed.  Bened*. 

Oltff  yit^  iivfiftsu  rt  Mai  SLv^^at^of  riXu»Sf  i  ctutif  rag  ^vo  4vtoV  claims  Wtrrety 
r«T#  niMf.     Melito,  Cav.  H.  L.  vol.  ii.  p.  33. 

QiH  t9  »>^^ii^Mf  xeu  i  Sif^^atvs  Otif,  xeu  to  ^Xttfca  Tav  var^os  o  fitrirfit  \tt- 
rtXiT.  fctd^htis  ya(  i  hiyot  o  xtvot  ^^^Tv*  Oft  f^h  viiu  rfrh^  Tt  tif^^^ttt,  Cteni, 
^fex.p.251. 

"lui  ^  ^ux^  "ri  ffvutft^iri^n  t^***  i*  itcuTf  nnf  rt  t»v  Qt»v  ovftav  xat  rh  l| 
Ayd^^MTMy,  »f  MU4  0  ««'«rr«Xa;  ^*y^t  fttatrtif  &t$v  xm*  uvB^tiitMV  tif^^at^os  Xfi^rog 
'ifftfWf .  0  ii  fAtaims  Mt  av^^tiirav  ah  y/vtreu,  akka  iv9,  titt  aZv  riv  ILfirrov  Oiv  »«} 
Jfi^^thrt/v,  /itytrnf  ytfiftwtn  ir«^'  ifA^ari^atv  mffaCmvd  rim  tik^ifimt,  Tm  (pmf  Im 
w^fKT^itmt  fuc'imt,    HIppoi,  vol.  ii.  p.  45. 

Hie  sequester  Dei  atque  hominum  appellatus ;  ex  utriusque  partits  depoi* 
sito  commisso  sibi.  In  another  place^  utriusque  tubstantue.  Tertuil  de  Re^ 
sur.  Car.  c.  51.  contr,  Prax,  c.  2d. 

l>us  etim  homioe  miscetur.  Hie  Detts^  bio  Cluistas  est,  qui  Mediator 
flkioruiB,  boininem  iuduit  quem  perducat  ad  Pdtrem.  Cjfpr,  de  Idol,  Vcm* 
p.  15. 

^oniam  si  ad  hotaiinem  veniebat ;  ut  Alediator  i>ei  et  liominum  esse  de- 
tueret,  opottuit  illtoi  cttm  eo  esi^,  et  Verbtim  C2JtotSih  fieH ;  nt  in  s^metipfid 
«Mc«rd&tfta  cpnfibolnret  terrettonna  parNJer  atque  csifelos^iB:  dum  sitniisquft 
jM»ti«  in  se  connfectens  pignora,  et  Peum  bomini  et  bominem  J)^  copularet 
Nov<U.  c.  18.  , 

Mediam  inter  l^eu'm  et  bomipem  substantiam  gerens Deum  fuisse  et 

boiMitetfi,  e*  tittoqne  geriere  p^itnistiiiii.    Litctttriti  1.  iv.  d.  13. 
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Now,  if  you  would  but  please  to  understand  mediator 
rial  warship  conformably  to  this  true  and  ancient  sense  of 
Mediator^  we  might  not  perhaps  despair  of  coming  to 
some  terms  of  agreement.  For  mediatorial  worship, 
thus  understood,  would  nearly  coincide  with  what  we 
call  divine.  It  would  be  worshipping  Christ  because^ 
with  the  human  nature,  he  is  possessed  also  of  the  divine^ 
-  and  13  therefore  strictly  and  properly  adorable^  as  well  as 
the  Father. 

But  Mediator  may  be  considered  also  in  respect  of 
office,  without  considering  the  nature  at  all :  and  this,  I 
presume,  is  the  sense  you  contend  fon  Accordingly,  for 
the  most  part,  by  mediatorial  worship ,  you  seem  to  intend 
some  inferior  kind  of  worship  payable  to  our  Lord  consi- 
dered as  mediating^  or  as  executing  the  office  of  a  Media* 
tor  between  God  and  man.  Now  we  must  confess  that 
Christ  is  really  Mediator  by  office,  as  well  as  by  nature: 
hut  how  this  can  ever  justify  you  in  making  a  new  and  an 
inferior  worship,  and  calling  it  mediatorial^  we  understand 
not.  Fancil\il  men  will  have  their  peculiarities  :  and  it  is 
a  wonder  to  me,  you  have  not  yet  invented  twenty  seve- 
ral kinds  of  worship,  superior'  and  inferior,  for  God  the 
Father.  For  the  purpose;  you  may  consider  him  as 
Kingj  and  so  you  may  present  him  with  regal  worship ; 
or  as  King  of  kings,  and  then  it  will  be  super-regaL  You 
may  consider  him  as  Judge^  your  particular  Judge,  and  so 
present  him  with  judicial  worships  but  if  you  consider 
him  farther  as  Judge  of  all  men,  nay,  and  as  judge  of  an- 
gels, or  of  the  whole  system  of  creatures,  the  worship 
will  be  then  most  highly  and  superiatively  ^Mdicia/,  You 
may  next  consider  him  as  Creator,  twnjrijf,  without  an 
article,  and  then  you  are  to  present  him  (pardon  the  no- 
velty of  the  phrase)  with  creatorial  worship :  but  if  you 
consider  him  farther  as  the  Creator,  6  'eroir^s,  with  an 
article,  the  worship  then  becomes  eminently  creatorial. 
You  may  next  consider  him  as  Protector,  as  Deliverer,  or 
Defender,  and  each  of  these  in  a  higher  or  a  lower  sensp : 
and  hence  may  arise  as  many  several  worships^    Nay, 
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when  your  nand  is  in,  every  attribute  you  consider  him 
under  will  be  a  distinct  foundation  of  a  particular  wor^ 
ship :  and  so  you  will  have  worships  innumerable,  to  pay 
to  one  and  the  same  Person.  But  you^will  say,  that  these 
mani/  worships  are  all  but  one  worship  of  the  one  divine 
Father  under  variety  of  conceptions.  Right:  and  so, 
though  the  Son  be  considered  as  Mediatcyr^  as  Judge,  as^ 
Creator,  as  Ki^igy  &c.  in  our  worship  of  him,  these  are  all 
but  one  worship  of  the  one  divine  Son,  under  variety  of 
conceptions.  The  worship  then  both  of  Father  and  Sow 
centering  in  this,  that  they  are  both  divine,  this  makes  it 
divine  worship:  and  divine  worship  being  one  with  itself, 
it  is  very  manifest  that  the  worship  of  both  is  one. 

Aye  but,  says  the  learned  Doctor*,  '*  There  is  an  ado- 
'^  ration  due  to  Christ  as  Mediator,  which  cannot  possi- 
**  bly  be  paid  to  the  one  supreme  God  ;**  supreme  Father 
he  means.  And  what  is  there  in  this,  more  than  an 
affected  manner  of  expressing  what  every  body  allows, 
that  Father  and  Son  have  distinct  personal  characters  and 
offices  ?  He  need  not  have  gone  thus  round  about :  the 
shorter  way  would  have  been  to  divide  adoration  into  two 
sorts,  paternal  and  filial ;  and  to  plead  that  one  of  these 
worships  can  never  be  paid  to  the  Son,  any  more  than  the 
other  to  the  Father,  because  the  Son  must  never  be  con- 
sidered as  Father,  nor  the  Father  as  Son.  But  had  the 
Doctor  remembered  that  both  may  be  considered  as  di^ 
vine,  and  that  divine  worship  is  but  one,  he  might  have 
perceived  that  there  is  no  foundation  for  the  two  worships 
which  he  is  introducing :  unless  he  has  a  mind  to  bring 
in  a  hundred  worships  as  well  as  two ;  which  may  be 
easily  done  in  the  way  he  has  taken.  The  truth  of  the 
case  is  this;  worship  has  an  immediate  respect  to  the 
divinity  of  the  Person  to  be  worshipped.  That  must  be 
presupposed  in  all  religious  worship:  otherwise  such  wor- 

»  See  Clarke's  Script.  Doctr.  p.  343  2d.  ed.  Aiodcst  Plea,  &c.  Contiuued, 
p.  33. 
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ship  is  idolatry;  as  bath  been  proved.  Tbis  foundatiaa 
beiog  laid^  whatever  personal  characters  or  ofEces  we 
consider  the  Person  virorsbipped  under;  divine  goes  along 
with  all :  it  is  a  divine  Mediator^  a  divine  Priest,  a  divine 
Prophet,  a  divine  King :  and  so  our  worship  of  him  never 
wants  its  proper  object,  never  moves  from  its  proper 
foundation,  but  remains  constantly  the  same.  Our  con-^ 
aideri^g  the  Son  under  the  character  or  office  of  Media-- 
tor  does  not  hinder  us  from  considering  him  as  God  at 
the  sam^  tiitie,  (indeed  Mediator,  in  strictness^  Implies 
it|)  any  more  than  our  considering  the  Father  as  King, 
Judge,  Preserver,  or  Rewarder,  hinders  us  from  consider- 
ing him  also  as  divine. 

All  the  acts  and  offices  of  Christ,  relative  to  us,  are 
only  so  many  manifestations  of  his  goodness,  power,  wis^ 
dom,  and  other  attrilnites,  which  attributes  are  founded 
in  his  divine  nature,  which  nature  is  common  to  the  Fa- 
ther and  him :  thus  all  our  acknowledgments  center  and 
terminate  in  one  and  the  same  divine  nature ;  and  all  the 
particular  worships  amount  to  no  more  than  one  tc^orship, 
one  divine  worship  belonging  equally  to  both. 

Having  thus  far  cleared  any  way,  I  luay  now  .proceed 
to  examine  what  you  have  done  under  this  Query.  JBut 
I  should  first  observe  to  the  reader  what  you  have  no^ 
done,  that  he  may  be  the  more  fully  apprised  of  your 
manner  of  disputation :  which  is  ttp  answer  .diffipwlties,  by 
slipping  them  over  without  notice. 

I  urged  the  great  design  of  the  Law  and  of  the  Gospel 
to  exclude  inferior,  as  well  as  other  supreme  deities :  you 
take  no  notice.  I  urged,  that  even  miracles  could  not 
suffice  for  the  introducing  nfiolher  God:  ypu  are  pro- 
foundly isUent.  I  pleaded,  that  the  reasons  of  worship 
which  God  insists  upon  are  such  as  exclude  all  creatures : 
not  a  word  do  you  give  in  answer.  I  showed,  (vpL  i.  p.i6&.) 
that  any  man,  with  your  distinction  of  sovereign  and  tn/e- 
rior  worship,  might  have  eluded  every  law  about  sacri^- 
ficing  to  the  true  God  only :  you  have  nothing  to  say  to 
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it.  I  pleaded  die  impropriety  of  absolute  and  rtUUive  sft^ 
crificey,  vowa,  oaths,  &c.  not  a  syllable  do  you  reply*  I 
pleaded  several  texts  of  Scripture,  and  several  examples 
3^nst  creature" worship,  and  against  your  distinction 
made  from  the  intention  of  the  worshipper :  all  is  passed 
over.  I  farther  pressed  you  with  the  practice  and  prio^ 
ciples  of  the  primitive  martyrs;  of  which  you  take  no 
notice.  You  have  indeed  something  to  cppose  in  favour 
of  the  other  side  of  the  question :  but  is  it  my  business 
only  to  answer  objections  ?  I  thought  you  bad  undertook 
to  answer  queries  ;  to  clear  something,  and  not  to  be  al-» 
ways  in  the  way  of  puzzling.  But  let  us  see  however 
what  you  have  in  the  way  of  objection.  I  have  answered 
your  two  principal  pleas  already :  I  am  now  to  seek  for 
some  of  the  slighter  pretences.  You  find  fault  with  me 
(p.  357.)  for  making  the  fmtme  of  God,  not  the  Person, 
the  object  of  worship.  But  what  if  I  make  three  Persons 
the  object  (which  is  the  truth  of  the  case)  on  account  of 
their  divine  naiure?  Is  there  any  thing  more  absurd  in 
this,  than  in  your  making  one  Person,  on  account  of  lus 
perfections,  that  is,  of  his  nature  ?  And  where  is  the  dif- 
ference between  you  and  me,  but  that  you  worship  mdi* 
vidual  living  subst4mce,  which  you  confine  to  one  Person  ; 
and  I,  individual  Uving  substance,  wliich  I  suppose  c(m^ 
mon  to  more  Persons  ?  You  the  re  0fiov  in  one  Person;  I 
the  TO  Qfm  in  more  dian  one. 

You  say, ."  the  texts  of  the  Old  Testament  relate  not 
'*  to  an  indefinite  Person,  but  definitely  to  the  Person  of 
"  the  Father.*'  Yet  many  of  them  (in  the  judgment  of 
all  antiquity)  relate  to  the  person  of  the  Son,  as  we  have 
seen  before :  and  that  none  of  them  are  ever  meant  mde-- 


y  Baariftcey  without  flistinotion  of  absolote  and  relative^  supreme  and  in- 
ferior, the  outward  act  of  sacrificing,  was  always  looked  upon  as  appropriate 
to  God.  Now  prayers  were  of  the  same  import  with  sacrifice,  in  the  primi- 
tive Qiurch,  and  esteemed  by  them  as  Ihe  purest  and  best  sacrifices. 

See  Just.  Mart.  Dial.  p.  340.  Jeb.  Irenasus,  1.  iv.  c.  17.  p.  249.  Clem. 
Alej^.  p.  848.    TertuU.  ad  Scap.  c.  2. 
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Jinitely  is  what  you  can  never  prove  '.  However,  if  you 
could,  you  would  still  be  far  from  proving  your  point* 
For,  supposing  God^  or  Jehovah^  to  be  always  taken  per- 
sonallyj  sometimes  denoting  the  Person  of  the  Sow,  ab- 
stracting from  the  consideration  of  the  Father,  and  some- 
times denoting  the  Person  of  the  Father,  abstracting  from 
the  consideration  of  the  Son ;  it  might  still  be  neverthe- 
less true,  that  Jehovah  is  one,  both  Father  and  Son. 

You  attempt,  (p.  360.)  to  prove  that  the  worship  of 
the  Son  is  ^^subordinate,  mediate,  relative/*  You  quote 
Heb.  i.  6,  and  infer  that  the  angels  are  to  worship  him, 
'*  not  as  supreme,  but  by  the  command  of  the  Father/* 
Wonderful !  that  if  the  Father  has  ever  commanded  any 
one  to  worship  himself,  (as  he  often  has,)  his  worship 
therefore  is  not  supreme.  Has  not  our  Saviour  command" 
ed  us  to  worship  the  Father  ;  %  his  worship  therefore  not 
supreme?  Sure,  arguments  must  run  very  low  with  you, 
or  you  would. not  trifle  at  this  rate.  As  to  Heb.  i.  9.  I 
have  answered  it  above :  and  as  to  John  v.  23.  Christ  is 
not  worshipped  because  God  committed  judgment  to 
him  :  but  God  committed  it  to  him  for  this  end  and  pur- 
pose, that  men  might  be  sensible  of  the  dignity  and  divi-' 
nity  of  his  Person,  and  thereupon  worship  him.  The  pro- 
phecy of  Daniel  (chap,  vii.  13.).  speaks  of  a  kingdom,  and 
a  dominiony  in  a  particular  sense ;  as  1  Cor.  xv.  speaks  of 
a  kingdom  to  be  received  by  the  Father :  this  is  all  econo^ 
micaly  and  makes  nothing  for  your  purpose.  But  your 
argument  is  calculated  for  the  Socinian  hypothesis,  ra- 
ther than  the  Arian.  The  ancient  Arians  would  have 
condemned  such  men  as  you,  for  their  low  thoughts  of 
our  Saviour.  They  did  not  worship  him  merely  as  having 
s,  judgment  or  a  kingdom  committed  to  him,  but  as  being 
Creator  \  You  throw  together  (p.  361,  36a.)  a  multi- 
tude of  texts,  proving  only  that  Christ  is  Mediator.   Does 

*  Sec  my  Sermon8>  vol.  ii.  p.  85,  &c. 

*  Christum  colimus  ut  Creatorem.  Serm.  Jrian.  ap.  Augusiin.  p.  623. 
Maximin.  ap.  August,  p.  663. 
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anj  CfarisAiaa  dovht  of  k  ^  Tber§  is  nojt  a  syUabh  ajboxxt 
€iffsolute  and  relative^  sovereign  an<)  inferior  prayer :  which 
is  what  yom  were  to  show.  A  Mediator  may  be  a,  divine 
Mediator  notwithstanding :  and  so  all  your  pretence  va-* 
Qigh  into  air.  And  what  if  it  be  said,  (Rev.  v.  9,  i%.) 
**  Wojtby  is  the  Lamb  that  waa  slain  to  receive  power, 
'^  and  riches,  and  wisdom,  and  strength,  and  honour,  and 
"  gWwy  :*'  and  if  it  be  said,  "  UnAo  bioi  that  loved  us,  and 
*^  waabed  us,  &o.  be  glory  and  dominion,'^  Rev.  i.  5,  6. 
what  are  we  to  learn  frooi  tben^  ?  Here  is  nothing  9^ 
of  t3^e>foftnd<jUi(m  of  wovship :  but  tb^  Person  is  described 
under  his  proper  and  peculiar  characters,  and  such  as 
may  recomoAeod  him  to  our  affections.  Nat  a  word  is 
there  of  inediaiorial  wo^rship^  or  of  any  thing  lil^e  it.  And 
if  )us  being  God,  or  God  supreme^  be  not  assigned  as  the 
9ea^:ia.  for  worshippiis^  hipQ,  doth  it  therefore  follow  that 
he  is  not  to  he  worshipped  as  God  supreme  ?  By  the  same 
argument,  you  might  as  well  prove,  that  neither  is  th^ 
F^er  to  be  worshipped  as  supreme  God.  We  find  it 
said,  (Eph,  iii,  5W>,  aj.)  ^*  Unto  him  that  is  able  to  do  ex-? 
*^  ceeding  abundantly  above  all  that  we  ask^  or  think,  ac- 
"  cording  to  the  power  that  worketh  in  us ;  unto  him  be 
^^  glory  in  the  Church  by  Christ  Jesus,'*  &c,  The  reason 
here  assigned  for  worshipping  th^  Father,  is  not  his  being 
supreme  God,  but  only  his  being  ^^  able  to  do  more  than 
*^  we  can  ask  or  thin^.''  So  again  in  the  B;ook  of  Reve* 
lations,  (ch.  xix.  i,  a.)  ^'  Salvation,  and  glory,  and  honour, 
**  and  power  unto  the  Ix)rd  our  God;  for  true  and  right- 
"  eous  am  his  judgments,"  &»•  Here  the  reason  as$igi^ 
is  Bot  his  being  supreme  God,  but  his  being  true  and 
righteous.  Again,  in  chapter  iv.  ver.  jx.  **  Thou  art  worr 
*^  thy,  O  Lord,  to  receive  glory,  and  honour,  and  povj^er ; 
"  for  thou  hast  created  all  things,  and  for  thy  p)ea§urj8 
^^  they  are  and  were  created."  Here  the  reason  assi^ied 
(of  worshipping  the  Father,  is  not  that  he  is  supreme 
God,  but  that  he  "  created  all  things  for  his  pleasure :" 
which  reason,  though  not  expressly  applied  in  this  man- 
ner to  Gp4  tbe  Son,  i^  yet  equally  applicable  in  virtue  of 

VOL.  Ill*  A  a 
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Heb.  i.  lo.  and  Col.  i.  i6.  I  own  that  supreme  God  is 
implied  in  this  last  title  of  Creator:  which  however  is 
equally  true,  either  of  Father  or  Son.  I  observed  in  my 
Sermons  *>,  how  frequent  it  is  for  the  Father  himself  to 
insist  upon  what  he  had  done  for  men;  claiming  their 
worship  upon  those  moving  reasons,  or  motives:  and 
what  wonder  is  it,  if  some  much  greater  and  more  en- 
dearing works  of  God  the  Son  be  mentioned  sls  motives 
to  our  worship  of  him?  the  foundation  still  of  worship 
stands  as  before;  which  is  wholly  to  be  resolved  into  the 
infinite  excellency  and  divinity  of  his  Person  «.  You  pre- 
tend to  say,  that  "  the  worship  of  the  Father  is  founded 
'*  principally  in  his  supreme,  independent,  underived  ppw- 
*'  er,*'  &c.  If  you  mean  any  thing  contrary  to  me,  you 
mean,  on  his  self-existence^  or  being  unhegotten^  as  dis- 
tinct from  necessary  existence.  Show  me  one  text  of 
Scripture  for  it,  at  your  leisure.  You  do  not  pretend 
any :  but  you  speak  of  all  antiquity  ;  not  knowing  what 
you  say,  nor  whereof  you  affirm,.  You  should  have 
shown  me  who,  and  what  ancients  ever  founded  his  wor- 
ship in  his  being  Father,  or  unhegotten  y  BXid  not  in  his 
being  God. 

After  abundance  of  trifling,  you  come  at  length  to 
make  some  reply  to  what  I  had  urged  from  antiquity  <* : 
only  you  first  take  notice  of  my  charging  you®  with 
slipping  over  a  difficulty ,  by  putting  honour,  an  ambigu- 
ous word,  instead  of  worship  and  adoration.  The  reason 
I  had  for  it  is,  that  worship  and  adoration  stand  for  exte^ 
rior  acts;  whereas  honour  may  stand  for  either  interior  or 
exterior,  and  is  therefore  more  ambiguous.  Exterior  acts 
have  their  signification  fixed  and  determined  by  circum- 
stances, and  do  not  depend  upon  the  intention  of  the  mind 
to  make  their  signification  higher  and  lower ;  as  mental 
honour  does.  This  therefore  was  the  reason  of  my  blam- 
ing you  for  changing  worship  into  honour.    The  difference 


^  Vol.  ii.  p.  105,  106.     »  «  See  tbe  Preface  to  my  Sermons,  vol.  ii. 

^  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  175,  &c.        «  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  167,  179. 
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of  these  two  is  easily  seen  In  this  instance :  equality  and 
inequality  of  hoilour  are  proper  expressions  :  but  equality 
or  inequality  of  sacrifice  (an  outward  act)  is  very  impro- 
j)er.  Now  our  dispute  was  about  outward  acts.  The 
foundation  I  went  upon  was  this ;  that  in  order  to  have 
God's  authority  and  superlative  excellency  owned,  there 
should  be  some  outward  visible  acts,  which  we  call  wor^ 
shipy  appropriated  to  God,  to  put  a  visible  difference  be- 
tween God  and  the  creature.  For  herein  lies  the  manifest 
tation  of  that  inward  sense  we  have  of  his  superlative  ex- 
cellencies and  perfections  :  and  the  confounding  this  dif- 
ference, by  applying  these  peculiar  and  appropriated  acts 
to  any  creature,  is  the  great  sin  of  idolatry.  The  inward 
intention  is  of  no  moment  in  this  case :  for  if  the  outward 
acts  be  the  same,  how  then  shall  God  be  outwardly  dis- 
iingmshed  (as  he  ought  to  be)  in  the  honours  paid  to 
him,  above  the  creatures?  This  consideration  is  alone 
sufficient  to  cut  off  every  plea  and  pretence  for  offering 
religious  worship  to  any  but  God.  You  have  first  a  dis-^ 
tincdon  of  supreme  and  inferior,  of  ultimate  and  mediate 
worship:  but  that  is  utterly  unserviceable,  because  it 
would  not  so  much  as  exclude  the  worship  even  of  Pagan 
deities  (if  considered  as  inferior)  along  with  the  true 
God.  You  may  next  say,  that  worship  should  not  be 
pdd  to  any  inferior  gods,  that  stand  in  opposition  to  the 
true  and  supreme  God :  and  yet  neither  will  this  restric- 
tion sufficiently  answer  the  purpose  5  since  it  does  not  ex- 
clude the  worship  of  saints  or  angels,  friends  of  God,  and 
not  opposite  to  him.  You  may  retreat  to  a  farther  re- 
striction, that  even  inferior  religious  worship  must  be 
paid  to  none  but  such  as  God  has  nominated,  and  allowed 
to  be  worshipped :  which,  you  may  think,  will  effectually 
exclude  all  but  Christ,  But  after  you  have  thus  far  fol- 
lowed your  own  inventions,  in  your  several  restrictions, 
and  qualifyings  of  an  absolute  command;  there  is  still 
this  invincible  reason  agdnst  them  all,  that  whereas  there 
ought  to  be  some,  peculiar  outward  acts  (as  sacrifice  was 
forperly)  appropriated  to  God,  as  exterior  acknowledg- 
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ments  6f  bis  infinite  excellencies  and  perfections  abore  his 
creatures;  by  these  restrictions  and  limitatiotifs,  all  such 
peculiarity  of  exterior  acknowledgments  is  taketi  sMsLj, 
and  it  is  made  impossible  even  for  Ood  himself  to  ptre- 
scribe  any.  Now  you  see  why  I  found  fkidt ;  and  that 
I  had  some  reason  for  it.  But  you  ask  me,  i;<^hy  theh 
did  I  '*  foimd  Christ's  worship  upon  John  v.  23."  whidh 
speaks  only  of  honour  P  The  reason  is  plain :  if  I  stto 
to  honour  the  Son,  even  as  I  honour  the  Father;'  I  must 
signiff  it  by  the  same  outward  expressions,  that  is,  by 
worship.  The  text  then  is  very  mttcih  to  iwy  purpdse ; 
though  honour  arid  worship  are  not  the  same  things  but 
differing  as  the  interfidl  thought  and  the  outward  mani- 
festution.  Now  let  us  come  to  the  ancients,  upon  this 
head  of  worship. 

I  showed  by  plairi  testimonies  what  their  doctrine  was ; 
▼iz.  to  worship  God  alone,  the  Creator,  in  opposition  to 
Ae  creature.  You  take  no  notice  of  the  last  particular; 
because  it  was  very  fhaterial^  and  pressed  bard  upon  your 
scheme.  But  you  observe,  by  the  "  alone  God'*  is  evi- 
dently meant  "  the  God  and  Father  of  all."  I  am  per- 
suaded you,  in  the  main^  are  right  in  your  observation : 
and  now  the  questibn  will  be,  whether  when  they  prch- 
pbsed  the  Father  as  the  only  God,  they  intended  it  in  op- 
position only  to  false  gods  and  creature-gods,  admitting 
a  latitude  in  the  exclusive  terms ;  or  whether  they  intended 
any  distinction  of  worship,  making  it  supreme  and  inferior, 
Absolute  atid  relative,  ultimate  and  mediate.  This  is  a 
qtiestidn  which  will  admit  of  an  easy  and  a  certain  de- 
cision, upon  a  due  considieratioti  of  circumstances*  Thet« 
are  but  two  w^ys  of  making  this  thatter  out  \  either  by 
admitting  some  latitude  in  the  eaxinsive  terms,  so  that  the 
Father  shall  be  understood  to  be  the  only  God  in  oppv^ 
sitivn  to  creatures  And  false  gods;  or  by  admitting  some 
distinction  and  degrees  of  worship,  that  supreme  worship 
may  be  due  td  the  Father  as  the  highest  God,  and  in- 
ferior  to  the  Son  as  an  inferior  Deity.  Now  this,  I  say, 
will  be  easily  decided.     If,  when  the  aucients  speak  of 
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worshipping  one  God,  the  Father,  they  either  ^*y,  that 
tie  alone  i^  to  be  sovereignly ,  or  absolutely  worshipped  S 
or  if  they  found  his  title  to  worship  upon  bis  being  Fclt 
tier,  or  unbegoHen,  rather  than  upon  his  being  God;  or 
if  they  admit  any  inferior  God,  or  any  other  God  besides 
the  Father  5  then  you  will  have  something  to  plead  from 
the  gfl^cients  for  your  opinion.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if 
thi^  never  mention  two  worships  or  two  Gods;  i£  they 
mean,  when  they  speak  of  worship  as  due  to  God  alone, 
not  sovereign  worship  only,  but  aU  religious  worship ;  if 
ibey  suppose  the  Son  not  to  be  another  God,  but  pne  God 
with  the  Father ;  and  if  they  intimate  their  intention  to 
be  to  exclude  creatures,  or  false  gods,  r^ot  God  the  &on ; 
then  the  case  will  be  manifest,  that  they  used  the  exclusive 
ierms,  not  with  utmost  strictness,  but  with  a  proper  lati- 
tude 5  and  this  will  be  the  true  way  of  interpreting  the 
qneiefUs.  That  tt\is  l^UXer  is  really  the  case,  Is  evident  to 
every  man  that  is  at  all  conversant  with  the  ancients : 
and  be  that  thinks  otherwise  must  either  never  have  read 
them,  or  have  re^d  them  with  very  little  judgment.  Their 
way  was  to  speak  of  the  one  God  in  opposition  Xo  aU  false 
deities  5  and  by  the  one  God  they  meant  principally  the 
FatA^,  as  ^rst  in  conception,  and  ^rst  in  order  5  but 
always  with  a  reserve  for  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost,  reckon- 
ed to  JbifMj  and  included  in  J^im  :  so  that  the  Fathsr,  con- 
sidered with  what  naturally  belpnged  to  him,  was  the 
one  God  of  the  Christians  in  opposition  to  all  other  deities. 
This  is  so  clearly  and  so  evidently  the  current  and  pre- 
vailing notion  of  the  ancients,  that  I  scruple  not  to  say, 
that  they  who  see  not  this,  sep  nothing.  I  shall  briefly 
consider  the  testimonies  I  before  gave,  and  then  conclude 
this  article. 

Justin  Martyr  says,  "  God  alone  is  tp  be  worshipped  ^*' 
He  does  not  say  sovereignly,  qr  ahj^g^utely,  but  barely 
worshipped :   neither  dpes  he  say,  Wcffship  him  alone 

cap.  21. 
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as  supreme  (jod,  to  insinuate  any  inferior  Ood :  and  there- 
fore it  is  evident  that  Justin  was  ilot  in  ybur  scheme  of 
two  Gods  and  two  worships^  but  in  mine  of  one  God  and 
one  worship  ;  considering  the  Father  primarily  as  the  one 
God,  not  exclusive  of  the  Son. 

Athenagoras  s  lays  the  stress '  upon  worshipping  the 
Creator,  in  opposition  to  creatures :  so  that  it  is  plain  he 
was  in  my  principles,  not  yours:  besides  that  he  says 
nothing  of  sovereign  and  inferior  worship. 

Theophilus**  speaks  of  worship  simply,  not  sovereign 
worship  as  due  to  God  alone :  and  the  reason  he  gives 
why  the  king  is  not  to  be  worshipped,  is  not  because  he 
is  not  underivedy  or  unbegotten,  hni  becsLMse  he  is  not 
God. 

Tatian*  denies  worship  (not  50t;^ef^n  worship  only)  to 
the  creatures. 

Tertullian^  is  express  against  any  inferior  worship,  any 
worship  at  all  but  to  the  one  God;  in  which  one  God,  as 
every  body  knows,  he  includes  all  the  three  Persons. 

Clemens  Alexandrinus^  has  not  a  word  that  looks  fa- 
vourable to  the  distinction  of  supreme  and  inferior  wor- 
ship J  but  he  confines  all  worship  to  the  Creator,  exclud- 
ing all  creatures  from  it,  making  no  medium  between 
Creator  and  creature. 

Irenaeus"*  speaks  of  adoring  or  worshipping;  but  not  a 

S  Ou  r«r«»,  iXKk  rif  rtx^i^^t  «tf4v  «r^«r»innfrS«v.  iithen,  p.  55.  0«  r«i  h* 
9«i/uts  W(«^is9rti  Bt^mii^Mf,  mXkm  rif  wtnvrj^v  «vrwv  »mi  h^tri^mv,  p.  56. 

h  Am  ri  i  w^mvmt  w  ^«#vXmi;  in  i«  tU  rl  Wf»entnu€^mt  yiyntf  9m 
7«^  i»  UtPf  «A.X»  tifB^^v^Hf  &c.  Theoph,  p.  30.  «v»  iXXf  i^^v  Sri  -m^otnvmt^ 
kXK'  «  ftiftf  Os^.    Theoph,  p.  33. 

p.  18.  SiCiif  h  r£f  tu^Mn  r^f  tHrirmwtf  tSr  At  truri^iiiiy,  &c,  p.  79. 

k  Quod  coUmus  Deus  onus  est  Tertul,  Apol.  cap.  17.  Pnesoilutar  miki 
ne  quern  aUum  Deum  dicam,  ne  quern  aiium  adorem,  aut  quoquo  modo  re- 
nerer,  pneter  unicum  ilium  qui  ita  mandat  Scorpiace,  cap.  4.  Coof.  Prtf* 
cap.  31.  Orat.  cap.  2.  cum  notis  Albaspinari. 
1  See  tiie  passages  in  my  Defence,  toI.  i.  p.  176.  Gomp.  p.  162. , 
»  Dominum  Deum  tuum  adorare  oportet  et  ipsi  soli  servire,  et  non  cre- 
dere ei  qui  falso  promisit  ea  quae  non  sunt  sua ;  Htec  omnia  tibi  dabo,  siprv- 
ddens  adoraveris  mt.  Neque  enim  conditio  fnb  (jus  potestate  est,  qotndP* 
quidem  et  ipse  unus  de  creaturit  est    Iren,  p.  320. 
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word  of  sovereign,  or  absolute  adoration :  and  it  is  reason 
sufficient  with  him  against  the  worship  of  any  thing,  that 
it  is  a  creature :  which  you  take  no  notice  of. 

Origen"  also  is  express  against  the  worship  of  any 
creature;  which  you  observe  not,  though  before  hinted^ 
Neither  does  he  speak  of  supreme  worship,  but  all  v/ov* 
ship,  when  he  confines  it  to  the  Creator,  to  the  divine 
nature,  to  Gtiov,  to  the  eternal  and  uncreated  nature  of  God. 
You  pretend,  that  t^  0»wv  is  a  figurative  way  of  speaking 
for  6  0«ij,  like  the  King's  Majesty  for  the  King,  p.  355. 
But  I  affinn,  on  the  contrary,  (which  is  sufficient  against 
your  bare  affirmation,)  that  it  generally,  if  not  always, 
signifies  the  divine  nature,  or  substance^,  considered  as  the 
subject  of  divine  perfections. 

As  to  Origen  in  particular,  in  his  piece  against  Celsus, 
I  know  not  that  he  any  where  uses  the  phrase  of  to  €)s7oy^ 
but  where  it  either  must  or  may  bear  the  sense  I  contend 
for.  See  p.  158, 159, 17.6,  321,  374,  ilSril^,  377^  39^- 
And,  I  think,  if  what  Origen  has  in  p.  342,  be  well  con- 
sidered, it  may  suffice  to  determine  the  dispute  about  the 
sense  of  to  €>fffov  in  him.  For  there  he  plainly  uses  r\  Giiov 
to  denote  that  which  is  divine  in  our  Lord,  (as  distin- 
guished, from  his  fmman  jioXwre,)  viz.  The  only^legotien 
of  God;  intimating  that  hb  substance  is  very  different  in 
that  respect :  ^AAAo^  b  ^np)  tovtov,  xeii  rrig  <^(rlu$  outoD,  Aiys 
B^i,  mofoL  Toy  mtfi  toG  vosiiivs  xora  tov  'Ijjcouv  av^pooTrov.  And 
he  afterwards  gives  the  name  of  rS  0e/tf,  to  that  very  di- 
vinity,  or  divine  nature,  which  he  supposes  in  our  Lord 
together  with  the  manhood?. 

The  like  may  be  said  of  Clemens' s  use  of  the  phrase, 

^  See  the  passages  collected  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  177,  178. 

«  The  reader  may  see  several  plain  examples  in  Gregory  Nyss.  contr.  Eu- 
uom.  It  is  not  worth  the  while  to  search  or  cite  many  antborities  for  a  known 
thing,  which  nobody  conversant  in  the  Greek. Fathers  can  doubt  of. 

Greg.  Nyss.  p.  89,  92, 145,  147,  161,  1(52, 166,  166,  167,  168, 170,  180, 
181,  191,  203,  264,  281,  291,  294,  301,  302,  303,  319>  327>  329,  412,  427. 
— ^448,451,453,457,471. 

P  Ti^  «sf I  r«f  'lurJrv  rttfin  ««S«  ^v  ntinrm  ^Urnfi  U  alnr^  «rf«;^Siyr«.  UrU 
%¥m,  ^  i  fiax^/tivm  r^  Wif)  t§S  BtSa  Insif,     Orig,  p.  343. 

A  a  4 


Digitized  by 


Google 


S6o  A  SECOND  DEFENCE      Qo.«yii. 

who  likewise  includes  the  Son  in  llie  trf  Onov^fM  obs^rvoil 
ftbtyve^ :  other  places  "  of  Clemens,  wbefe  the  pbraie  it 
also  used,  may  be  compared  at  leisure*  ToOsmV  aad  b  0e)f 
may  somecimes  indifTerently  staid  .for  -each  others  hut  a 
judicious  reader  may  often  observe  ti  &tm  to  be  used 
where  6  0ffi;  would  be  very  improper,  and  so  idee  toersa. 
God  considered  suhiantially,  as  res  dwina^  is  the  proper 
notion  of  to  ®hovj  [dftov  yivos,  or  ^rwiw  mpoefpoL^  aad  not 
considered  aocordkig  tO'/>erJ07ia/'6haraoter8,.adta,or  offiees. 
It  would  be  improper  to  say,  for  instanoe,  thalt  the  ^  €>h9¥ 
iegai,  or  sent  his  Son,  or  did  acts  of  'ineroy^  or  the  Uke. 
I  need  not  give  more  instances :  an  intelligent  reader  wtU 
easily  perceive,  from  the  oiroumstanoes,  where  >ro  BfeMoy  is 
the  more  proper  phrase,  and  where  6  -Sto^.  To  retnra  to 
Origin. 

You  translate  kywi^vw  fuo-iv  in  OrigenS  unx)riginate  Md^ 
Hure,  instead  tii  uncreated  nature :  which  is  the  ^oonstaoit 
sense  of  uyiw^rav  in  that  treatise  of  Or^n,  o]:qposed  <to 
^fwnftlvj  a  name  for  created^  mutable^  BXtd  perishing  thfaq(&« 
You  have  no  instance  in  all  Catholic  antiquity  where 
i¥drship  is  put  upon  the  tmderivedness  of  the  Father,  any 
&rther  than  as  it  implies  necessary  existmae:  nor  a  stngte 
*  example  to  prove  a  distinodon  of  two  M^rsbipSj4me  mt^ 
fpreme  and  the  other  inferior.  Some  pretences  of  yours 
rdkting  hereto  will  be  examined  in  the  neExt  Quecy. 

QUBRY  XVH. 

Whether,  'notu>ithsiandingy  tc/orihip  and  adoratitm  te  "not 
equally  due  to  Christ;  and  consequently,  whether  it ^nust 
yibffollowthat^he  is  the  xme  God,  and'ndi  {as  the  Jirians 
suppose)  a  distinct  iriferior  Being  ? 

YOU  here  be^n  with  repeating  your  argqment  from 
iht  personal  chaxact»rs,  I,  thou,  he:  which  has  bem  ofjben 

<i  Clem.  Alex.  p.  492. 

»  fiuery  VIII. 

«  Oem.  Alex.  p.  50,  &3,  58, 11^,  704,  m,  ^09,^96,  S41,.645,  848. 

«  Orig.  contr.  Cels.  p.  ^9. 
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arMwered*  You  go  on,  (p.  368.)  to  argue  for  mediate 
•worship,  because  the  woraiiip  ctf  the  Son  is  to  the  glory 
ff  the  Father.  I  might  l^ene  insist  ^upon  it  (as  an  ingeniouf 
^ntlenian  «  ha«h  lately  done)  that  the  words,  fcJpio?  *I»j<r5^ 
Xpiro?  ««;  l^mv  ^o5  Tionpo^y  may  be  justly  rendered.  The 
Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  (or  Jesus  Christ  is  Lard)  in  the  glory 
of  God  the  Father :  which  rendering,  agreeable  to  the 
Italic,  and  some  other  versions,  would  entirely  defeat  your 
argument.  But  allowiog  the  common  -construction,  and 
^that  the  worsiiip  of  <jrod  the  Son  terminates  in  God  the 
'  'Father ;  "still  it  is  manifest,  for  that  very  reason,  that  it  is 
^ot  an  inferior  worship,  because  then  it  could  not  termi- 
«iiate  in  the  Father,  being  unworthy  of  him.  Nor  indeed 
■can  any  act  of  woreihip  extend  to  ioth,  unless  both  be  one 
object,  as  before  shown.  As  to  the  same  act  of  wcH'ship 
-bdng  considered  as  ukim^cdly  resting  in  the  Father,  it  is 
'because  the  divine  nature  to  which  the  worship  is  paid  is 
considered  primarily  m  the  Father,  though  belonging 
cequaUy  to  loth.  Yon  object  that,  by  this  account,  no 
-worship  is  paid  to  the  Father,  but  to  the  substance  or 
essence  of  the  Father.  Ridiculous ;  as  if  worshippii^  the'^ 
divine  substance  as  personalized  in  the  Father,  were  not 
*the  same  thing  with  worshipping  the  Father's  Person. 
tPmy,  what  is  the  Person  oi  the  Father  but  living,  acting, 
intelligent  substance^  Do  you  mean,  hj  intelligent  agents 
intelligent  and  acting  nothing  P  ^^  All  worship,'"  you  s^y, 
^is  personal:''  and  I  say  <ev^y  person  is  substance: 
therefore  worship  may  as  iwell  be  called  substaniiat,  bs 
'persanalj  amounting,  in  ibis  case,  to  the  same  tbii^.  And 
"if  wovihip  be  paid  to  threeiPersonSjisitnot  tm^y  personal, 
'Es  well  as  when  paid  to  one  ?  Your  quotauon  from  Bishop 
'Pearson  is  -nothing  to  die  point  tin  hand,  but  wide  and 
-^Eireign  as  possible.    I  had  obserred,  in  my  X)efenoe,  that 

«  Mr.  Wadff9timtbup»rfvaioliJmIkiCt^ 

N«B.  Cyprian,  Novalaao^.HiUrfs^nd.ollier  X^atins^iso  rend  .and  .under- 
stood. Phil.  ii.  11. 

"6  cvft'&XXor^ws  0iM  £fy&kk»  ttfiolav  &tS  wnrfig,  Epiphan.  p.  97*2/Conf. 
-880. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


$62  A  SECOND   DEFENCE      Qv.  xvii. 

you  had  many  things  to  say,  in  hopes  to  lessen  the  ho- 
nour attributed  to  the  Son  in  Scripture.  Upon  this,  you 
go  solemnly  to  prayers:  "  I  pray  God  forgive  you  the 
"  injury  you  here  do  me."  I  thank  you  for  your  cha- 
ritable prayer,  if  really  such.  But  had  you  put  it  up  from 
your  closet,  instead  of  sending  it  from  the  press;  there 
would  have  been  less  suspicion  either  of  affectation  or 
malice  in  it.  As  keen  a  satire  and  as  bitter  a  revenge 
may  appear  in  the  shape  of  a  prayer,  as  in  any  other 
form.  The  great  injury,  it  seems,  lies  only  in  the  word 
hopes;  an  expression  perhaps  not  so  exactly  proper  or 
accurate :  a  candid  construction  of  it  would  have  been  a 
much  surer  token  of  a  forgiving  and  charitable  temper, 
than  this  unusual  sally  of  devotion  thfown  out  upon  sq 
slight  an  occasion.     But  let  us  pass  on. 

You  tell  me,  (p.  371.)  of  "  building  my  notion  of  reli^ 
'^  gious  worship  upon  metaphysical  speculations :"  which 
is  doing  me  a  great  injury,  and  laying  your  own  faults 
to  my  charge.  I  build  my  notion  upon  plain  Scriptures, 
the  universal  suffrage  of  antiquity,  (till  the  time  that 
praying  to  saints  and  angels  came  in,)  and  upon  the  prin- 
ciples and  practices  of  the  Jews  before  Christ ;  who  always 
looked  upon  creature-worship  as  idolatry.  You  build 
your  dissent  to  such  a  cloud  of  witnesses  upon  nothing, 
that  I  can  yet  perceive,  but  some  metaphyiical  specula^ 
tions  about  self-existence,  generation  being  an  act,  acts- 
being  all  acts  of  the  will,  necessary  generation  being  co^ 
action,  and  the  like.  And  when,  in  the  strength  of  these 
speculations,  you  have  discarded  God  the  Son  from  the 
one  Godhead;  then  you  have  recourse  to  such  principles 
as  Pagans  first,  and  Papists  since,  have  made  use  of  in 
favour  of  idolatry,  to  bring  in  the  worship  of  the  Son  at  a 
back-door;  instead  of  fixing.it  where  Scripttire,  and  an- 
tiquity, and  all  sober  Christians  have  ever  fixed  it.  You 
ask  me,  if  I  "  really  think  that  the  worship  of  the  Father 
*'  does  as  much  terminate  finally  in  the  Son,  as  the  wor- 
^^  ship  of  the  Son  terminates  finally  in  the  Father?"  But 
let  me  ask  you,  do  you  really  think  that  any  creaturer 
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worship,  any  inferior  worship  terminates  in  the  Father  ? 
I  have  shown  you^  that  it  does  not,  and  cannot.  Your 
own  argument  therefore  turns  upon  yourself.  Either  the 
supposed  inferior  worship  terminates  in  the  Son,  and  then 
It  is  ultimate;  or  it  terminates  in  the  Father,  and  then  it 
is  supreme:  choose  which  you  please.  I  say,  what  I 
take  to  be  sense  and  truth,  that  it  terminates  in  the  divine 
nature,  considered  primarily  in  the  Father,  and  deriva- 
tively in  the  Son  :  and  now  all  is  right.  You  ask,  if  the 
Son's  **  glorifying  the  Father"  means  the  very  same  thing 
with  the  "  Father's  glorifying  the  Son  ?"  Yes,  the  very 
same  thing:  how  can  you  doubt  of  it,  when  you  read 
John  xvii.  1  ?  And  as  to  Phil.  ii.  9.  I  question  not  its 
meaning  being  the  very  same. 

I  allowed,  that  prayers  are  generally  to  be  oflFered 
rather  through,  than  to  the  Son,  because  of  his  being 
Mediator,  You  ask,  how  this  is  consistent  with  the  al- 
lowing no  distinction  of  mediate  and  ultimate  worship? 
You  should  have  shown  how  it  is  inconsistent:  but  you 
choose  rather  to  amuse  your  reader  with  words,  where 
you  give  him  no  distinct  ideas.  Either  the  Son  is  not 
worshipped  in  this  case,  or  he  is  worshipped :  if  he  is 
not,  there  is  no  mediate  worship ;  if  he  is,  then  in  wor- 
shipping the  Father  through  him,  his  divinity,  and  esseni^ 
tial  union  with  the  Father,  (which  alone  can  render  our 
services  accepted,  and  unite  us  to  God,)  are  at  the  same 
time  acknowledged.  And  so  the  worship  of  both  is  one^ 
being  an  acknowledgment  of  the  same  divine  excellencies 
under  a  distinction  of  Persons  and  offices*  Where  do  you 
find  two  different  worships,  more  than  two  different  na- 
tures in  these  cases  ?  Only  the  worship,  as  the  nature, 
being  one,  is  considered  primarily  in  the  Father,  and  se- 
condarily in  the  Son :  this  is  all  you  can  make  of  it.  You 
will  never  prove  any  thing  of  inferior  worship,  unless  you 
can  first  prove  the  nature  of  the  Son  to  be  inferior  to  the 
Father.  Why  then  do  you  not  come  to  the  pinch  of  thfe 
question,  instead  of  amusing  us  with  little  cavils  *wide  of 
the  point  ?  You  fall  to  your  usual  quibbling  with  abstract 
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essence,  whicb  has  been  ol^ten  answered.  You  proceed  to 
Tepeat  your  pretence  about  derived  and  underived;  which 
indeed  makes,  in  a  manner^  the  sum  total  of  your  Reply ; 
baying  little  eUe  to  retreat  to  when  pressed.  Yet  you 
love  not  metaphysical  speculations.  Let  us  see^  however^ 
what  these  curious  things  are :  *^  that  is,  either  derived 
<^  and  underived  are  the  ^amt,  and  the  Son  has  the  unde- 
*^  rived  perfections  of  )the  Father  derivatively :  or  else 
'^  sdf-existenoe  and  underived  6elf*6uffioiency  are  no  per- 
^^  fection  at  a\V  Here  is  nothing  in  this  matter  but  quib- 
bling upon  the  word  same;  which  must  admit  of  a  closer 
and  larger  sense :  or  else  there  is  no  such  thing  a^  some 
suhstance  or  same  perfection  in  the  world  :  I  am  sure  in 
your  way  of  considering  every  thing  as  extended^  there  is 
jnot.  To  answer  them  more  directly ;  the  perfections  of 
the  Father  and  of  the  Son  are  eqiifkliMnSi  the  same  in  kind, 
though  differing  in  the  maimer  of  existing,  imderivatively, 
and  deri/vatively :  and  they  are  also  the  same  in  nunibery 
by  reason  of  their  inseparable  unity  and  coexistence.  That 
union  is  sufficient  to  make  samenesSf  numerical  same- 
ness, you  must  allow,  as  I  have  often  hinted :  otherwise 
how  do  you  suppose  innumerable  extended  parts  of  sub- 
stance to  make  one  immerical  substance  ?  Or  will  you 
-venture  to  say,  that  they  are  the  same  specifically ,  and 
no  otherwise,  making  fwflny  substances  in  number,  though 
the  same  in  kind  P  These  metaphysical  subtilties  therefore 
ought  to  be  dismissed,  as  being  of  no  use  in  our  present 
question.  The  same  mhstiince  or  the  same  perfections  may 
be  both  derived  and  tmierived;  allowing  such  a  sense  of 
sjomie  a»  you  admit  yourself  in  other  oases. 

I  charged  you  with  begging  the  question  all  the  way, 
as  confounding  a  distinction  of  Persons  with  difference. of 
mftire.  You  have  nothing  to  say :to  nature.  JBut  what 
Js  the  jw^anipg  of  this  shifting,  but  shutting  your  eyes 
againM  a  necessary  distinction,  mhioh  at  once  discovers 
the  fallacy  of  yjour  reascHiings,  and  leaves  you  utterly 
destitute. of  any  farther  reply?  It  ja  not  that  you  under- 
jatand  not  nature:  but  you  understand  it  too  well  to  be 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qv.xvii.       OF   SOME  QUERIES.  365 

ever'  cjipabk  of  getting  over  so  clear  and  plain  a  distinc- 
tion. You  have  nothing  farther  worth  notice,  till  you 
come  to  consider  antiquityj  p.  375. 

I  began  with  Justin  Martyr,  showing  that  he  maintains 
the  worship  of  the  Son ;  and  upon  my  principles,  not 
yours.  You  cite  some  passages  out  of  him  to  prove  the 
contrary.  I  startd  amazed  at  your  note,  p.  375.  wherein 
you  insinaate,  as  if  Justin  were  for  the  worship  of  angels; 
hay,  and  had  set  them  before  the  Holy  Ghost.  I  little 
thought  you  would  fall  in  with  Bellarmine  and  other 
Roman  Catholics,  in  an  interpretation  which  has  been  so 
oftfen  confuted  by  learned  Protestants.  I  will  not  do  over 
again  what  has  been  done  to  my  hands.  Let  the  reader 
cotTstilt  the  authors  in  the  margin^  upon  that  passage  of 
Justin.  Justin  speaks  of  honouring  the  Son  in  the  second 
place:  he  does  not  say  with  inferior  worship:  he  says 
expressly  second  in  order.  He  says  also,  that  the  IVord^ 
who  is  of  the  uncreated,  or  necessary  existing  God  7,  (in- 
timating thereby,  as  I  conceive,  the  necessary  existence 
also  of  the  Adyo;  himself,)  we  worship,  and  we  love 
next  after  God.  Next  in  order  again,  he  does  not  say 
with  iriferior  worship,  or  inferior  love.  He  adds  the  reason 
why  we  are  to  love  him,  namely,  on  account  of  his  merits 
in  our  redemption. 

Your  next  quotation  from  Justin  proves  only  that  God 
has  commanded  his  Son  to  be  worshipped :  and  so  has  Christ 
cotnmanded  us  to  worship  his  Father.  What  is  this  to 
the  point  of  inferior  worship  ? 

Your  last  proves,  that  we  worship  the  Father  through 
Christ ;  which  I  readily  admit. 

What  you  say  to  Athenagoras  and  Tbeophilus  requires 


«  Le  Kfoyae  Var.  Sacr.  Not.  p.  180.  Bull.  B.  F.  p.  72.  Op.  Posih.  p.  962, 
1037.   Clerici  Histor.  Eccles.  p.  616.   Nourr.  Apparat.  ad  Bibl.  Max.  p.  414. 

As  to  angels  being  taught  by  God  the  Son,  see  Clem.  Alex.  p.  7^9»  Iren. 
p.  163.  Cyril.  Hiet^sol.  p.  90.  ed.  Bened. 

y  Tvi  yk^  &it9  kyvfv^^»v  (leg.  ityif^rdo)  ^  otff^r^i  0«5  Koyov  ftitet  rov  0i«y  it^»^- 
icuwifiUVy  Mat  eiyet^ifisiff  Utu^  ^  It  fifiZf  av^^uites  yiyovtv,  o^etf  ^  raiv  zruBciv  vm 
ifciTi^Mv  fvfAftirox^s  ytvofuvtf^  ^  tlet^tv  irotnvnt»t»     JpoU  ii.  p.  35. 
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no  farther  answer  than  what  I  have  given  more  than  once. 
As  to  Tertullian,  I  have  shown  before,  that  he  is  directly 
against  inferior  worship.  You  have  nothing  from  Clemens^ 
but  that  God  is  worshipped  throvgh  Christ ;  which  is  wide 
of  the  purpose.  As  to  the  place  cited  by  you  out  of  his 
Protrepttcumj  it  has  been  considered  above ^. 

Irenaeus  is  plainly  on  my  side  of  the  question,  as  never 
making  any  distinction  of  supreme  and  inferior  worshipi 
never  allowing  worship  to  any  crealure,  asserting  Father 
and  Son  together  to  be  one  God,  and  testifying  that  the 
same  acts  of  adoration^  under  the  Old  Testament  were  ap- 
plied to  both.  You  have  two  objections  to  make  agsunst 
it :  one,  that  Irenaeus  makes  a  prayer  to  God  through  Jesus 
Christ ;  which  has  no  difficulty  :  the  other  is,  that  every 
knee,  according  to  the  good  pleasure  of  the  Father,  is  to 
bow  to  Christ ;  which  scarce  carries  the  face  of  an  objec- 
tion. For  why  may  not  the  Father,  who,  according  to 
his  good  pleasure,  makes  known  himself,  and  demands 
worship  to  himself,  do  the  like  for  his  Son  ? 

Hitherto  the  point  in  dispute  is  clearly  determined  on 
my  side,  by  antiquity.  Origen's  principles  appear  more 
disputable :  but  when  he  is  rightly  understood,  he  will  be 
also  an  advocate  on  the  same  side.  I  shall  first  Jay  down 
the  arguments  on  my  side,  and  \>indicate  the  same  from 
your  exceptions:  and  then  shall  consider  what  counter? 
evidence  you  have  pretended  out  of  him. 

1.  In  the  first  place,  Origen  declares  fully  against  the 
worship  of  all  creatures^  whatever;  clearly  distinguishing 
the  Son  from  the  creatures. 

This  you  say  nothing  to. 

2.  The  reasons  which  Origen  founds  worship  on  are 
applicable  to  the  Son,  as  well  as  to  the  Father.  The  m«- 
created  nature,  ayeyijrof  fJcri^,   is  adorable  as  such:  but 

^  Page  92. 

*  Qui  igitor* a  prophetis  adorabatur  Deiis  virus;  hie  est  Tivoram  Deus  et 

Verbum  ejus,  qui  et  loquutus  est  Moysi,  &c. Ipse  igitur  Christos  cum 

Patre  vivorum  est  Deus  qui  loquutus  est  Moysi^  &c.  p.  232. 

*»  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  177,  183. 
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such  IS  the  nature  of  God  the  Son :  I  have  proved  above, 
that  he  makes  the  Son  ayewjro;.  The  htifjuioupyos  toG  tovto;, 
Creator  of  the  universe^  is  adorable  as  such  :  but  such  also 
is  the  Son.  To  this  you  object,  (p.  380.)  that  the  Father 
is  primarily  Creator,  (so  you  ought  to  have  rendered  Tpeo- 
rm$  Ir^fuioopyh,  and  not  primarily  Maker  j)  the  Son  only  im- 
mediate Maker,  at  the  Father's  command.  But  a  differ- 
ence in.  order  or  manner  makes  no  difference  in  the  thing 
itself:  or  if  there  be  any,  the  Son  is  more  properly  Creator 
than  the  Father,  according  to  the  strictness  of  the  expres- 
sion in  Origen. 

Origen's  doctrine  is,  that  he  who  made  all  things  is 
adorable,  as  such :  and  he  asserts  expressly,  that  the  Son 
made  all  things,  the  very  words  c.  To  which  you  again 
object,  that  he  made  them  at  the  command  of  the  Father: 
which  I  allow  in  such  sense  as  the  ancients  meant  it,  ex- 
plained above.  But  the  point  of  worship  is  not  put  upon 
the  primary  manner  of  making,  nor  upon  the  commanding 
to  make,  by  Origen,  but  upon  the  making :  so  that  in  this 
respect  there  is  no  difference, 

3.  I  farther  pleaded  Origen' s  supposing  the  Son  to  be 
worshipped,  because  God^.  And  I  have  above  proved^, 
that  he  is  to  be  worshipped  as  one  God  with  the  Father : 

•  therefore  their  worship  is  one,  not  two  worships,  supreme 
and  inferior. 

4.  I  pleaded,  lastly,  that  the  worship  of  Father  and 
Son  is  inseparably  and  undividedly  one,  according  to 
Origen*  His  words  are:  "Now  he  has  ascended  to  the 
"  God  of  the  universe,  who  undividedly,  inseparably,  uh" 
"  partedly  worships  him  through  the  Son,  the  Word  and 
*^  Wisdom  of  God,  seen  in  Jesus,  who  alone  brings  those 
"  to  him  that  V  &c. 

«  Sec  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  183. 
«*  Origen.  contr.  Cels.  p.  46. 
«  Page  €9,  106. 

'hfw  ^tv^vfAtvcp,  &c,    Orig,  ctitr,  Cels.  p.  382. 
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You  were  aen»tble  havr  strong  tbis  passage  wa&  i^iisl 
your  principles  $  and  therefore  endeavoured  to  pervert  the 
MaMCy  by  foisting  in  a  word  into  your  traoslatioa.  You 
say,  '*  with  an  undivided,  undistracted,  unparted  afieco 
*^  tion/*  Where  do  you  meet  with  affection  ?  Or  bow 
came  it  in  here,  where  the  author  is  not  talking  of  the 
UTtdistractedfiess  of  our  affections,  but  the  undivided  worship 
of  Father  and  Son  ?  He  is  commenling  on  i  Cor.  viii.  6. 
where  it  is  said,  **  one  God,  of  whom  are  all  things,"  and 
also  <^  one  Lord,  by,  or  through,  whom  are  all  things :" 
and  this  made  him  bring  in  the  discourse  of  worshipping 
one  by  the  other  inseparably.  What  follows  in  that  sen- 
tence ferther  shows,  that  this  must  be  his  meaning; 
where  be  observes,  that  it  is  the  Son  oidy,  who  is  the  yerf 
Word  and  fVisdom  of  God  (well  therefore  may  he  be  wi- 
divided  from  God)  that  brings  men  to  God.  This  then  may 
show  you  what  worshipping  the  Father  through  the  Son 
means  in  Origen :  it  is  directing  tbe  worship  to  the  Father; 
but  so  as  to  look  upon  the  Son  as  inseparably  worship- 
ped in  the  same  act.  I  illustrated  the  thought  by  a  pa^r 
rallel  place  of  the  elder  Cyril  I?,  which- you  take  no  no- 
tice of. 

Having  now  seen  what  Origen's  real  and  certain  doc- 
trine was  upon  this  head,  it  will  be  the  easier  to  take  off 
the  force  of  your  pretended  counter-evidence  from  the 
same  Origen. 

There  is  but  one  passage,  in  his  whole  treatise,  that 
looks  at  all  favourable  to  your  principles  ;  and  that  being 
obscure,  and  of  doubtful  meaning,  ought  nev^  to  be  set 

CyriU,  Catech.  xi.  p.  143.  Ox. 

Mmi  ydf  itf'r/v  n  Btimf,  »m  im  r§vr»  fiim  rtf*ai  ^  /Ki«  i^rr)  sffe^zvmfiff  tiifPtf9 

p.  3, 555. 

Dum  ad  solius  Patris  personam  bonoiis  Sermo  dirigitor,  beee  aedentis 
ade,  totaTrinltas  honoratar.  Et  cum  ad  Patrem,  litaatis  deslinatar  iatentio, 
tacrifidi  muiras  omni  Trinitati  uno  eodemqne  offinrtor  Btantis  ofido.  JM- 
gent,  odMonim.  lib.  ii.  c.  5.  p.  31. 
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a^dnst  imany  and  plain  ones,  but  rather  to  be  mtelpreted 
by  them.  I  gave  a  sufficient  answer  to  it  before,  produce 
ing  the  passage  in  the  margin.  You  tell  me  that,  "  for  a 
^  very  good  reason  I  thought  not  fit  to  translate  it."  I 
must  own,  I  do  not  love  to  abound  in  translations,  only  to 
swell  pages ;  while  I  suppose  myself  writing  more  for  the 
use  of  sckolarsj  than  for  the  populttce,  who  are  scarce  com* 
petent  judges  of  our  disputes  about  antiquity.  I  perceive, 
you  are  very  fall  of  translations ^  out  of  Eusebius  especially  5 
as  if  you  intended  show  more  than  any  thing  else :  for 
they  are  of  no  more  real  weight,  than  if  I  were  to  translate 
as  much  out  of  Alexander,  Athanasius,  or  Cyril  the  elder, 
and  throw  it  before  the  readers;  But  this  by  the  way* 
I  return  to  Origen.  The  passage,  justly  and  literally  i*en- 
dered,runs  thus  :  **  All  supplication,  dnd  pray^,  and  inter^ 
^^  cession,  and  thanksgiving,  are  to  be  sent  up  tb  the  God 
*^  over  all^  by  the  High  Priest,  who  is  above  all  angels, 
^'  being  the  living  Word,  and  God.  And  we  may  also 
**  offer  supplication  to  the  Word  himself,  and  intercession, 
*^  and  thanksgiving,  aad  prayer;  if  we  can  but  understand 
^^  how  prayer  is  taken  in  propriety  of  speech,  or  in  an  twf- 
^  proper  sense^/* 

What  I  gather  from  this  passage  is,  that  prayer  in  the 
most  proper  sense  is  to  be  understood  of  prayer  directed 
immediately  to  the  Father.  This  has  been  the  most  Usual 
and  common  method  of  praying:  wherefore  this  kind  of 
praying  has  obtained  generally  the  name  of  prayer,  and  is 
what  the  word  prefer  has  been  ordinarily  used  to  mean* 
Origen  does  not  say,  that  the  prayers,  supplications,  inter- 
cessions,  and  thanksgivings,  offered  to  God  the  Son,  are 
i^one  of  them  properly  so  called ;  but  he  makes  his  remark 

ifiriof  rf  Itr)  trSri  ^if ^  ^tk  T$ti  M  vfiyrm  AyyiXm  ^X*H^f*  ift>^»X***  ^^*^  '^ 

mmrax^^uH'     Orig.  contr,  Celt,  Ub.  ▼.  p.  233. 

ViiLBull.  D.  F.  sect  u.  c.  9.  p.  121.  Bingham.  Oripn.  Eccl.  Ub.  xiii.  c.  2. 
p«  46^  &e.  Origen.  m^i !«%.  p.  78.  in  noti4. 
VOL.  III.  '  B  b 
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'upon  prayer  only :  and  he  doe«  not  say/ that  even  prkyer, 
when  directed  to  God  the  Sony  is  not  ^)ropcr  dipine.  worship, 
.or  that  it  is  another  worship,  or  an. inferior  worship:  nor 
lean  any  such  consequences  be  jufetly  drawn  from  bi» 
rwords* .  All  that  we  are  obliged  to  ^ant,  in  Tirtue  of  this 
passage,  ia>  that  one. part  of  divine  worship  called  prayer^ 
is  most  properly  and  emphatically  prayer,  when  directed 
, to  the  Jlrst  Person  of  the.  Godhead;   inasmuch  as  that 
;  method  of  pfctyiw^.  baa  been  itiost  pustomary -^nd  prevail- 
ing,: and  has  thereby^  in  a  manner,  engrossed  the  name  ^of 
prayer  to  itself :  just  as  addressees,  by  being  most  coni'- 
.monly  offtred  to  a.pritice,  0ome  a4  leijgth,  byuse,^to  mea^ 
addresses  of  that  )cind  gnly;  apd  ih^n  addresses  to  osiers 
Sixe  pot;  po  properly  adiressesn.    Prayer  then,; properly^  or 
emphatically  speaking,  is  praying  tt>  the  Father,:  to  whom 
all  prayer  primarily  belongs*  Allowing  this  jto.be  Origen^s 
.meaning,  (and  it  is  the  very  utmost  thatcaij  b^  made  o£ 
it;)  how.  will  yoi^  prpye  supreme  and  ,i»/*^*26rwqf  ship  fi5om 
}%}     -.-     •       .      .    -:•:•'.      •  -  '.,•-    •'  ■      ■'  •;•.  ^- 

I  have  beforf^  observed,  that  i)^  worship  of  the  &3n, 
.according  to  prigen,  is  properly  ^ii;ine;  beipg  offered  to 
him  as  Creator,  and  as  necessarily  existifig,  aad  as  God^: 
and  I  observed  :also,  that  Father  jand  Son  together  are 
worshipped  a9  one  God.  I  observed  farther,  that  even  in 
prayers  directed  ,tp  the  Father  .Mfo«^A/Ae  Sow^  the  Son  |s 
«uppo$ed,  :by.  Or?gen,,to  be  worshipped;  undividedly  in  th^ 
sco^  acL  I]pw  tl]^^  do  you  m^ke  out  yc^xxrtWQ  porships  P 
Suppoft^  the  pTyay^ey  po  psias  tMi^ngh  ox  ly  thp  S<m  to  the 
.Fa^hejvf,  still  it  i&.  qn^  prayerj^  one  •  toorship,  considered  a^ 
bi^longing  tp  ]3Qik  Jn  a  different  manner, ;  For  as  the  o^ 
-M/orfc  of  creating  descencja^  as  it  were,  Jrjom  the  Father  by 
the  Son;  who  are  therefore  one  Creator :  so  the  one  wor^ 
ship  ascends^  as  it  were,  ly  the  Son  to  the  Father  j  w^ho 
are  therefore  one  object  of  worship.  You  should  hav^ 
proved  two  unequal  worships:  but  you  have  proved  no 
more  tha[n  this,  that  one  and  the  same  worship,  diyersety 
xjonsidered,  is  paid  ,to  botli,' in  the ,  very  same  ^ct, :  .to  the 
Father  directly,  as  being  ffriji»ar%  and  erniriently  Creittpr, 
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Qody  6cc^  .And  supreme  m  order  and  office;  to  the  Sod 
Dbfiquely^:or  interpretatively,  as  being  equallff  God,  Crea- 
tory  &c.  but  God  of  Gody  and  mediating  between  God 
and  njan.  There  is  therefore  no  difference  in  the  worship 
itself,  no  sttpetiority  or  iriferiority,  no  acknowledgment  pf 
higher  and  lower  perfections  :  but  the  same  worship,  the 
same  acknowledgments  c^  the  same,  infinite  perfections, 
^dmit  of  a  different  manner  of  application,  to  keep  up  a 
sense  of  the  distinction  of  Persons,  order,  and  offices. 

You  represent  Bkhop  Bull  (p.  383.)  as  making  a  dis* 
tinction  of  one  worship  paid  to  the  Son  ais  God  absolutely^ 
and  another  worship  psud  to  him  as  God  of  God^.  This  i^ 
not  a  just  representation  of  Bishop  Bull,  as  if  he  admitted 
6ne:and  dnoiher  worship^  two^ioorshipSf  to  God  the  Son  $ 
when  he  makes  but  one  worship  of  all,  due  to  Father  and 
Son.  .This,  I  suppose^  was  to  give  some  colour  to  yout 
oym  hypothesis^  .  BiBbo|>  BulFs  meaning  is  plainly  this  9 
that  the  Son  is  considered  as  divine  whenever  we:  worship 
him  5  and  that  that  alone  is  ihd Jinmdidion  of  his  worshi|)'^. 
But  we  may  consider  him-  barely  as  divine^  abstracting 
from  all  relaUons  of  ^order  and  office^  or  divine  in  sucb  an 
ordery  or  together  with  the  qffioe  of' Mediator.  The  diuinp 
wiriMp is  the  same, under  these  tfiree  conceptions,. hec3L\xso 
divine  enters  theh^  all :  bot  the  ^£jbonsd  consideration  of 
order  and  office j  in  the  two  last,  makes  a  diflerence,  not  in 
the  worship  itself f  but  iu  the  order  and  manner  of  apply ' 
ii^  it:  .  / 

?  You  proceed  to  cite  another  passage  of  Origiwii,  where 
BTgaing  ad  hominem,  (as  the  Schools  call  it,)  he  pleads  a 
command  for  the  worship  of  Christ,  agdnst  Celsus ;  wh^ 
could  plead  no  .command  for  the  worship  of  the  Pagan 

*  A^.  BuM.  D.  F.sect  ii.  c.  9. 6.  xv.  p.  120. 
»  fctyid;Biin.Prim.TrBd..p.36.  ' 

,  N{^  Tbe  desigii  of  fhis  piece  of  Bishop  Bttll,  i»  to  prore  that  the  wwship 
pidd'to  Christ  is  properly  divincy  and  not  merely  me^iatorkfL    From  whence 
let  tlie  reader  judgie  ¥dth  what  truth  or  fairness  you  represent  Bishop  Bull  as 
differing  from  me,  in  the  allowing  mediatorial  worship,  p.  120. 
I  Orig.  oontr.  Gels.  p.  384. 
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deities.  Tliis  was  indeed  showing  a  very  grei^  SUkvenae 
in  the  two  cases^  such  as  was  worth  insisting  t^xm:  tmt 
it  does  not  from  hence  follow,  (the  contrary  is  very  eri^ 
dent,)  that  Origen  ever  founded  the  worship  of  Christ 
upon  mere  command^  without  reference  to  the  digmty  and 
real  divinity  of  hb  Person.  What  you  ikither  cite  froni 
the  piece  9tp)  wxjhSi  whether  Origen's  own,  or  foisted  i« 
by  some  other  hand,  is  of  no  moment  in  the  case,  being 
dearly  contradicted  in  his  treatise  against  Cekus,  whidi  is^ 
certainly  genuine^  and  contains  Origen's  last  and  maturest 
thoughta  upon  the  subject.  Do  you  ever  find  Origen 
{facing  the  Son  among  the  ymnftA  in  his  book  agaii^t 
Celsus  ?  Dodi  he  not  constantly  distinguish  him  from 
them,  and  set  him  above  them,  n^ing  him  ie/h^rtiij  as  I 
have  proved  ?  Or  cbes  he^eVer  deny  that  Christ  is  ta  be 
jfurayed  to  at  all;  aa  tfai»  author- of  the;. piece  T8pl  t^yc^ 
dees?  No,  butt  be  frequently,  j^dnly^  and  fidly  asserts 
the  contrary. 

What  you  add  (p«  586*)  about  dbxologits  is  low  and 
trifling )  especially  after  that  matter  has  been  so  carefully 
and  accurately  discussed  by  learned  hands.  And  your 
quoting  the  lying  Philostor^us  in  a  matter  of  fact  of 
Flavian's  introducing  a  new  kind  of  doxdogy,  which  he 
reports  agamst  the  tii&  of  ^all  history  %  is  a  great  zSi^cmit 
vpon  your  readers. 

I  might  quote  you  a  better  authority  thian  Phiio- 
storgius,  namely,  Theodorit«>,  to  prove  that  Arius  intrtH 
duced  a  change  of  the  taidmit  doxologies.  But  l^moed 
men  know  that  neitherof  those  accounts  is  true :  but  diat 
doxologies  of  both  sorts  were  in  use  long  before  ddt^^ 
Flavian  on  one  side  or  Anus  on  the  other. 

You  go  on  to  other  writers,  endeavouring  to  prove,^  as 
you  say,  mediate  and  ultimate  worship:  that  is  your 
phrase  now,  instead  of  inferior  and  supreme  ;  because  you 
imagine  the  reader  may  more  easily  be  deceived  imder 
those  termsj  than  under  the3e.    For  if  the  Father  be  but 

»  Vid.  Butt.  p.  F.  Kct  ii.  c.  3.  p.  51.        •  Thaod;  Item.  Fsb^  Ub.  Iv^^.  1. 
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worshipped  through  Christ ;  presently  you  cry  out  mediaie 
worship ;  though  it  be  all  one  divine  worship^  not  two  .* 
and  either  the  Son  is  not  worshipp^  at  all^  in  such  a  case; 
or,  if  be  is,  the  seme  worship  is  then  offered  to  both:  The 
Mature  of  the  worship  is  not  altered  by  the  manner  of 
conveyance;  any  more  than  a  present  of  gold,  made  to  two 
persons,  becomes  brass  to  one  and  gold  to  the  other,  only 
by  being  conveyed  through  one  to  the  other.  You  will 
never  be  able  to  prove  any  difierence  in  the  nature  or  kind 
rf  the  worship,  merely  froni  the  economical  manner  of 
applying  it.  You  begin  with'  the  Apostolical  Constitutions  j 
which  you  know  are  of  no  authority :  and  so  I  shall  not 
trouble  myself  to  show  that  the  passages,  were  they  really 
genuine,  are  nothing  to  your  purpose.  You  go  on  to 
Polycarpj  who  glorifies  God  through  Christ.  Cyprian 
says,  that  tj^  Father  commanded  his  Son  to  be  worshipped : 
therefore  his  worship  is  mediate.  Wonderful !  Novatian 
«ays,  if  Christ  be  a  man  only,  why  is  he  invoked  as  Me^ 
diator?  therefore  again  his  worship  is  mediate.  You  did 
not  consider  Novatian's  notion  of  a  Mediator,  that  lie 
roust  be  both  God  and  man :  and  so  you  lost  the  whole 
force  of  his  argument  5  whidi  was  to  prove  the  Son  to  be 
God  from  the  invocation,  and  not  man  only,  as  some  here-c 
tics  pretended. 

What  you  cite  from  Laotantius,  I  have  answered  above: 
pr  if  I  h|ul  not,  you  must  be  sensible  that  very  little  stress 
O^ght  to  be  laid  upon  a  few  uncautious  expressions  of  a 
catechumen,  not  yet  perfe^ctly  instructed  in  the  doctrines 
of  tbe  Church,  which  was  the  case  of  Lactantius.  He 
hacU  however,  learned  so  mwh  of  the  Church's  doctrine, 
as  to  determine  directly  against  yqu  in  the  present  ques- 
tion ;  where  he  says,  one  honour  belongs  to  both  as  to  one 
God,  and  that  their  worship  is  inseparable^. 


^  Uhut  e&t.honos  ntrique  trtbocndiu  tanqnam  uni  J)eo :  et  ita  dividendus 
est  per  duos,  cultus^  ut  divisio  ipsa  compage  inseparabili  vinciatiir.  Neutrum 
sibi  relinquet,  qui  aut  Patrem  a  Rtio,  aut  Filium  a  Patre  secernit,  Ixtct, 
.^pil;e.idiz.p.l4i.eitCaiit  1 
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As  to  Eusebius,  yotir  last  evidence,  though  I  build  little 
upon  ^o  late  and  so  suspected  an  authority,  (which,  as  I 
have  often  hinted,  you  ought  no  moFC  to  urge  ag£uR$t  m^ 
than  I  to  urge  Alexander,  Cyril,  Athanasius,  or  Hilary^ 
9gainst  you,)  yet  neither  had  he  any  such  mean  thoughts 
of  God  the  Son,  as  you  have :  nor.  did  he  found  his  wor- 
ship upon  any  such  low  principles ;  which  I  have  shown 
above.  He  is,  however,  the  first  you  could  find,  among^ 
such  as  have  been  ever  called  Catholics>who  pretended  to 
say,  that  Father  and  Son  are  not  io-oVi/to*,  the  first  that 
durst  ever  flatly  contradict  St.  Johp,  (or  rather  pur  Saviour 
himself  by  St.  John,)  where*  he. says,  **  that  all  naea  shotdd 
^^  honour  the  Son,,  even  as  they  hxjnour  the  Father/'  John 
V.  25.  I  conclude  with  the  pame  declaration  I  formerly 
made,  that  "  I,  desire  only  to  have  things:^«VZy  repre- 
f'  sented,  as  they  really  are;  no  evidence  smothered  c|r 
f^  stifled  on  either  side.  Let  every  reader  see  plainly  what 
5*  may  be  justly  pleaded  here  or,  there,  and  no  more.*' 
H^d  you  attended  to  these  gpod/rules,  which?  you  are 
pteased  to  remind  me  of,  and  to  favour  with  yotur  appro- 
bation, you  might  have  brpvight  [your  bpok  intaia;  less 
compass  ;  and  perhaps  have  doner  as  much  r^(d  service  to 
yourcause,  and  less  hurt  to  yovu-.chariactei:.    . 

Query  XVIIL 

fVhetker  worikip  and  adoration^  bothfrornmen  and  angels, 
tods  not  due  4o  hiniy  long  before  the  commencing  of  his 
mediatorial  kingdom,  as  he  "Ums  their  Creator  and  Pre- 
Wver,  (seb  CoL  i.  16;  17.)  &nd  whether  that  he-  not  the 

t'  same  title  to  adoration  which  Ood  the  Pdther  hathj  ns 

-   Author  and  Governor  'of  the  Univer^y  upon  the  t)oi^r's 

'•••■  own  principles  ? 

IT  is  proper  the  reader  should  be  let  into  the  full  de- 
sign and  purport  of  this  Query,  that  he  may  be  able  to 
pass  a  mfore  ceJrtain  judgment  of  the  pertinence  or  imper- 
tinence of,  your  answer.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
worship  of  Christ  be  founded  uppiv  any  thieg  antefiedent 
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td  bi^  inciamation  and  exaltation,  or  ohly  \ipon  the  powers^ 
then  8Upp6s6d  to  be  given  him.  If  it  was  founded  on 
any  thrng  aniecedenty  Aen  the  Doctor  and  you  have  veiy 
impertinently  cited  Matt.  xxviH.  18.  John  v.  aa,  23.  Phil, 
ii.  10,  II.  and  the'Kker  texts,  as  carrying  in  them  the  sole 
foundation  of- his  Worship,  a^ter  the  manner  of  the  Soci- 
nians  :  if  it  wa)5  not  founded  on  anything  antecedent  ywh^- 
account  can  you  give  of  Christ's  being  Creatovy  of  his 
being  Odd  before  the  creation,  John  i.  1.  of  his  having' 
«  glory  befo're  the  worfd  was,"  and  the  like?  In  short, 
the^o(itor  is  here  confounded  between  two  ^schemes, 
Socinian-and  Arian,  arid  very  imskilftilly  endeavours  tO' 
tack  both  together;  whrchf  is  utteriy  impracticable.  Either 
Jet  him  fbtmd  theworgfhip  of  the  Son  upon  what  was  an/e-^ 
cedent  to  the  incarnation,  and  then  he  may  tolerably  go 
on  upon  tb^  Ari^n  scheme :  or  if  he  chooses  to  found  it' 
entJrdy  upoti  the  mb^quent  powers,  he  is  all  over  Socinian, 
and  does  not  know  it. 

My  design  is  not  to  suffer  you  to  take  the  advantage  of 
loth  the  schemes^  which  aire  utterly  inconsistent  with  each 
other.     You  must  either  drop  your  Arian  principles,  and' 
so  settle  in  Sbciniahism  :  or  if  you  resolve  to  retain  your' 
Arian  tenets,  you  must  drop  your  Socinian  pleas,  to  be  alii 
of  a  piece.     This  is  what  you  may  easily  be  driven  to ; 
and  that  was  the  design  of  this  Query.  If  the  reader  takes 
this  along  v^^ith  hinl,  he  will  readily  perceive  how  hard 
you  are  here  J)re5^ed5  and  ho«/  elusive  and  insufficient  all- 
yotir  erisWers  are*.   ;  "    ■ . 

You  sayi  whenever  the  rhediaional  kingdom  be^an,  the  ' 
worship  hov^^ever  of  Christ  was  by  th6  command  of  the 
Father.    That'l  aHow:  and  so  Was  also  the  worship  of 
the  Father  first  introduced  by  the  command  of  the  Father. 
Hitherto  you  are  only  shifting ;  and  come  not  to  the  pinch 
of  the  question;   namely,   when  the  worship  hegany  or* 
whereon  iVvfM  founded.     What  follows,  (p.  392.)  is  still 
evading,  and  running  from  the  point  in  question.     What' 
conies  n^^r^dt  to  it  is  your  saying,  that  he  by  whom  God 
cre<i/€it^a/2fAifflgi.has  Qotthe  saii^e.titte  to  adoration  vn^' 
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bim  wha  created  all  things  by  him.  Well :  but  bas  be  any 
t^tle  at  all  upon  the  foot  of  his  being  Creator?  Or  do  you 
n^e  him  a  mere  nominal  Creator  ?  If^  according  to  Heb.  i. 
lo.  ^*  he  laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth/'  and  if  "  the  hea- 
"  vena  were  the  works  of  his  hands ;"  and  if  be  was  Go^^ 
before  the  creation,  (according  to  Jobp  i.  i.)  then  show 
me^  that  the  power  of  judging,  or  any  thing  of  like  nature 
subsequent,  ever  could  be  a  higher  or  an  equal  fouudatipn. 
of  worship  with  what  has  been  jpentioned.  You  caunot 
show,  that  he  was  made  a  God  after  his  resurreptioi) :  but 
it  is  plain,  and  you  (cannot  gainsay  it,  that  he  was  G^£{ 
before  the  creation.  Wherefore  I  insist  upon  Uj  that  he 
had  as  clear  and  full  a  title,  to  worship  before  his  incarna- 
tion, as  any  you  can  show  after:  and  therefore  it  i$ 
strangely  inconsistent  of  you  to  found  his  wprsbip  upon 
the  power  of  judging,  &c.  No  one  ever  wouM  do  this 
that  believed  the  Son  to  be  God,  and  Creator  (though  in  a 
lower  sense  than  the  Father)  before  tbe  world.  The  So- 
cinians  were  shrewd  men,  and  showed  some  parts  and 
sagacity  in  the  working  up  their  schprne.  They  founded 
the  worship  of  Christ  upon  the  power  qf  judging,  and  his 
espaltfLtion:  but  then  they  were  never  so  silly  as  to  sup* 
ppse  him  God  and  Creator  before.  TheArians  founded 
the  worship  of  Christ  upon  his  being  Creator  and  God 
befofe  the  world :  but  then  they  were  not  so  weak  as  to 
found  it  upon  the  power  of  judging,  &c.  Whereas  you,  to 
give  a  specimen  of  your  great  dexterity  in  forming  a 
scheme,  have  marvellously  tacked  two  parts  together,  one 
of  which  veill  suit  only  with  the  Socii>iap  scheme,  the 
other  only  with  the  Arian  ot  Catholip;  thereby  betraying 
great  unskilfulness  and  want  of  thought.  Whicb  of  these 
parts  you  will  at  length  give  up,  I  know  not ;  but  all  men 
of  s^nse  and  qommon  discernment  will  laugh  at  you  for 
holding  both. 

When  I  wrote  my  Defence,  the  Doctor  had  not  deter- 
mined that  God  the  Fatber  is  ever  called  Go<i,  in  Scrip* 
turo,  in  the  metaphysical  sense.  Worship  ev^  of  hif^ 
was  to  be  founded  only  uppn  his  office  (God  lyas  tfa^  a 
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najaae  of  office)  relative  to  us.  I  was  therefore  of  opinion, 
that  if  the  Son  was  Creator,  as  great  an  office  as  any,  and 
as  bij^y  meriting  of  us,  he  must  then,  upon  the  Doctor's 
own  principles,  have  the  same  title  to  adoration  as  the 
Father  himself  had:  nor  do  I  see,  that  you  have  yet  been 
able  to  bafije  this  rei^s<»iing.  You  have  bfcen  forced  to 
^ow,  (obliged  thereto  by  the  unanimous  current  of  anti- 
quity, Eusebius  not  excepted,)  that  the  Son  is  immediate 
Artificer,  or  Creator,  of  the  upiverso.  This  is  meriting  a# 
highly  of  us  ^s  is  possible;  mare,  one  would  iinagine, 
than  merely  giving  out  commands;  which  is  an  hoiioi;ir 
you  reserve  peculiar  to  the  Fs^ther.  If  th/erefore  wor^l^ip 
be  founded,  not  upon  any  dignity  and  fs^ellency  of  na- 
ture,  but  upon  relative  offices ;  it  seems  to  me,  that:  the 
Son's  title  to  our  worship  is  as  clear  and  fi^U  as  ppsisible, 
upon  your  oum  principles ;  sucb^  I  m^i?,  as  they  were  at 
that  time.  My  argument  there£Dre  was  good  when  I 
made  itj  however  you  may  have  varied  your  notions 
since.  I  add  further,  that  my  arguipent,  from  the  hand 
the  Son  had  in  creating,  will  remain  impregnable  for  an 
equality  pf  worship,  whatever  principles  you  take  up  in 
hppes  to  elude  it :  though  that  particular  was  not  the 
special  purport  of  this  Query. 

You  had  argued  ag£unst,  creating  being  a  just  founda^ 
tion  of  worship,  because  no  act  of  dominion :  to  which 
I  replied,  that  the  s^me  argument  would  hold  with  re- 
spect to  the  Father  also ;  x^nd  so  his  creating  the  world 
would  be  np  foundation  for  worshipping  him,  being  no 
more  an  act  of  dominion  thi^n  the  Son's  creating  is.  To 
which  you  now  reply,  tha^  the  world  .was  made  by  the 
Father's  ,"  original  absolute  authority  and  power."  This 
is  not  defending  your  first  answer,  but  retreating  to  an- 
other. However,  tl^s  will  not  do,  any  more  than  the 
first.  For  you  will  pever  be  ^hh  to  prove,  th^t^  the  Son 
is  not  as  completely  and  fiilly  Creator  as  the  Jf'ather :  s^ 
Scripture  never  founds  worship  upon  the  original  unde^ 
rived  manner  of  creating,  which  you  speak  of,  but  upon 
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the  creating  itself  P.  Whai  you  object  from  Rev.  iv.  la, 
1 1.  "  created  for  his  pleasure,"  has  beenanswered  above^*i. 
You  go  on  upon  this  argument  oi  the  Son's  having  the 
^tne  title  that  the  Father  has,  though  but  a  by-part  of 
the  Query.  Not  a  word  do  you  say  to  clear  yourself  of 
Socinionism ;  not  a  syllable  tb  vindicate  your  inconsist- 
ency in /cmnrfwig  the  Son's  worship  upon  his  mediatorial 
powers  given  after  his  resurrection ;  at  the  same  time  ad- 
mitting that  he  wasGW  before  the  world,  and  created 
the  world.  This'peth^  was  too  tender  a  point  to  be 
touched. 

^:To  pursue  you:  in  your  own  way.  I  pleaded  John  xvii. 
5.-  ^  Glorify  me  with  the  glory,'*  &c.  not  to  prove  that 
the  Sbn  had  the  same  title  to  worship  v^rhich  the  Father 
has;  -but  to  show  that  th^  gloty  he  had  after  his  incarna- 
tion was  not  great&r  than  he  had  before :  and  therefore  it 
was  a  weak  thing  of  you  to  overlook  his  former  glories, 
equal  to  any,  and  to  found  his  worship  upon  what  canoe 
after.  To  this  you  reply,  (p.  394.)  "  His  being  restored 
^'  tt)  the  glory  he  had  before,  does  not  prove  that  the 
*'  power  of  judgment,  &c.  was  not  an  additional  exalta- 
**  tion."  Yes,  but  it  proves  something  more;  that  even 
after  all  judgment  ivas  committed  lo  him^  he  was  yet  not  • 
invested  with  that  glory,  riot  with  so  great  glory y  (for 
Why  should  he  ask  for  less,  if  he  had  greater,)  as  he  had 
before  the  world  was.  But  you  add,  that  "  if  the  Son 
"had  the  same  right  to  ^/o>y  that  the  Father  had,  it' 
**  could  be  no  more  proper  for  the  Son  to  pray  to  the  Fa- 
***  ther,  to  glorify  hhty  than  for  the  Father  to  pray  to  the 
*^Son.'^  But  the  case  is  different,  because  the  Son  was 
incarnate,  and  ndt  the  Fathers  therefore  it  became  the 
Sxm  to  pray,  but  not  the  Father.  Aye  but,  say  you, 
could  not  the  Son  himself  have  given  it  by  his  own  au- 
thority? Yes;  but  as  the  Father  did  hot  disdain  to  re- 
cei^fe  gZdry  from  the  Son,  why  should  the  Son  refase  to 

p  See  my  Sermons,  vol;  ii.  p.  54,  55.  s  Page  173. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qif.xvnu     DF  SOME  QUERIE.«./  379, 

receive  glory  from  the  Father?  As  to  Iren«us's  testU 
piony>  that  the  Son  was  of  old  worshipped  together  with 
the  Father,  it  is  a  very  pilain  one;  and  I  have  ^ven  '^ 
above  I.  The  Faither  and  Son  together  arc  there  expressly 
styled  the  "  God  of  the  living :"  and  it  was  the  "  God  of 
f '  the  living"  that  the  Patriarchs  adored. 

You  have  a  ^leasaat  renaark  (p.  142.)  on  that  passage 
of  Irenaus:  ypu.say,  I  take  no  notice  of  the  eihphatic€A 
wprds,  resfirrectio  aui^m  ipse  Dominus  est.  Behold,  now 
I  have  taken  notice  of  them :  of  what  use  are  they,  I  be* 
$eech  you,  in  our  present  debate?  How  do  they  at  aU 
lessen  the  force  .of  my  argument  ?  Would  you  have  it^ 
that  Chriiat  w^^kdored  by  the  Patriarchs  of  old,  as  God, 
becaiuse  he  wasitOibfe  eialted  tabe  God  aoco  years^  after! 
You. should  speak  out  pUlnly,  thatajreader.may  under-, 
stand  you:  unless  your  design  be  toigive  a  hint  as  if  you 
had  something  material  to  say,  when  you  have  really  no-t 
thing.  It  puts  me.  in  mind  of  the  Modest  Pleader,  who 
once  thinking  himself  obliged  to  quotes  at  full  length,  a 
noted  passage  of  JBishop  Pearson s,  which  had  been  usu-f 
ally;  cut' into  halves^  (the  latter  half  begins .  with,  "  and 
*'  therefore,")  he  clapa  this  note  upon  it;  "  What  that 
^*  learned  writer  mj^ant  by  the  word  therefore,  I  submit  tia 
"the  judicious  reader*."  No  doubt  but  he  would  have 
the.  judicious  reader  imagine  there  is  something  weighty 
in  ,the>  remark;  though  he  can  neither  show  what  nor 
u^by.    But  to  proceed.  .  ' 

'  I  had  referred .  to ;  Eusebius  and  Athanasius,  as  both 
agreeing  that  Gpd  the  Son  was  worshipped  by  Abraham,* 
Moses,^nd' I  the,  Jewish  Church;  it  was  thferefore  thfe 
s^nse  of  the  anciedts  in  general,  (as  we  may  safely  bdn- 
^ude  fronv  these  two  writers,  and  their  agreement ;  were 
there  no  other 'proofs,)  that  God  the  Son  had  distinct, 
worship  paid  him  long  before  his  incarnation :  and  there- 
fore his  worship  (whatever  it  were)  could  not  be  founded 


«:  Page  366.  •  Sec  it  above,  p.  1 90. 

^  Modest  Plea,  p.  212. 
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OD  the  coinmission  to  judge,  or  the  Uke^  as  yoa  have 
founded  it.  After  your  many  boasts  of  the  ancienis^ 
groundless  and  shameless  as  I  ever  met  with,  here  in  a 
very  important  point,  the  point  of  worship,  wherein  our 
practice  is  nearly  concerned ;  here,  I  say,  you  run  coun- 
ter to  all  the  Catholics  of  the  primitive  Church ;  nay,  to 
all  the  goher  Arians,  who  will  hereafter  rise  up  in  judg- 
ment and  condemn  you,  for  founding  Christ's  worship  so 
mednly,  upon  I  know  not  what  powers  given  after  his  re- 
surrection. They  founded  it  upon  reasons  antecedent  to 
bis  incarnation,  upon  his  being  God  before  the  world,  and 
Creator  of  the  world  by  his  otvn  power  »*. 

You  endeavour  to  show  that  Eusebius's  doctrine  about 
the  worship  of  Christ  runs  not  so  high  as  mine.  Perhaps 
k  does  not:  I, did  not  cite  EuseUus  for  that  purpose. 
But  I  cited  him  as  an  evidence,  to  prove  itiSt  all  antiquity 
is  directly  and  fully  against  your  way  of  founding  Christ's 
worship  in  the  power  of  judging,  &c.  You  have  none 
of  the  ancients,  except  such  as  Photinus,  or  Paul  of  Sa- 
mosata,  to  countenance  you  in  it :  the  Arians,  at  least  the 
generality  of  them,  would  have  been  ashamed  of  it.  This 
is  what  I  before  pressed  you  with ;  and  you,  in  your  re- 
ply, dissemble  and  totally  conceal  it,  leading  your  reader 
off  to  quite  other  things. 

What  you  have  from  Philo  is  still  diverting,  and  run- 
ning off  from  the  m^un  point :  nor  are  Philo's  notions,  in 
this  case,  of  any  moment  in  the  controversy ;  unless  the 
Apostles  and  primitive  Christians  had  no  better  guide 
than  jPhilo.  Philo  might  hit  upon  some  truths,  but 
shaded  with  errors,  and  not  breaking  out  with  full  lustre 
and  brightness.  A  clearer  and  fuller  discovery  was  a  pri- 
vilege reserved  for  the  Christian  Church.  Your  remark 
(p.  397.)  about  the  angel  which  appeared  to  Manoah  is 

•  Qunabmi  coliauis  at  OcetUmtenu    Senn.  Jrwn,  ajK  jhigmt*  pw  663. 

Antequam  faceret  uniyersa,  omnium  futurorum  Deus  et  Dominiu,  Rex  et 
Creator  erat  constitutus.  Volimtate  et  prascepto  (Pairis)  cslestia  et  terres- 
tria,  visibilia  et  in^sibQia,  corpora  et  spiritas,  ex  nuiHt  exstantihtSf  nt  es- 
■cnt,  sua  vtrtute  fecit.    Serm.  Jrianor,  p.  622^ 
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just :  and  had  you  looked  into  the  la^  edition  c^  my  De«« 
fence,  you  would  have  found  that  part  corrected.  For 
k  is  not  my  way,  after  I  perc^ve  any  mistake^  to  peraidt 
bk. 

To  conchxle.  The  reader  is  desired  to  observe,  thai;  you 
lisA  been  charged  wkh  taking  in  two  inconsistent  schemes 
(Arian  and  Socinian)  into  one,  and  tacking  them  very  eih^ 
surdly  together;  that  you  have  been  called  upon  to  de-' 
dare  wbkh  of  the  disjointed  parts  you  will  give  up,  or 
else  to  show  how  it  is  possible  to  make  them  stand  toge- 
ther; that  after  mature  deliberation,  you  have  made  na^ 
answer  to  the  charge,  but  have  pas^d  it  over  in  profound 
silenee.  These  are  the  facts;  let  every  honest  reader  judge 
^^diat  to  infer  from  them. 

Query  XTX. 

Whether  the  Doctor  hath  not  giveh  a  very  partial  account 
qfjchn  V.  23.  fottnding  the  hoiiout  due  to  the  Son^on 
this  only^  that  the  Father  hath  coitomitted  all  judgmeilf 
to  the  Son ;  when  the  true  reason  assigned  by  our  So* 
viowTj  and  illustrated  by  several  instances,  is,  thai  the 
Son  doth  the  same  things  that  the  Father  doth,  huth  the 
same  potuer  and  authority  of  doing  what  he  u/Ul;  and 
ikerefore  has  a  title  to  as  great  hetMur,  reverence,  and 
regard,  as  the  Father  himself  hath  f  and  it  is  no  olffectiofk^^ 
to  this,  that  the  Son  is  there  said  to  do  nothing  of  him- 
self, or  to  ham  all  given  him  by  the  Fathers  shnee  it  is 
oiwn^d  that  the  Father  is  thefounknn  of  all,  from'  whom^ 
the  Son  denves,  in,  an  ineffable  manner,  his  essence  and 
ptwerj^  so  as  to  be  one  with  him  P 

THOUGH  you  have  nothing  under  ihb  Query  but 
what  I  have  before  fully  answered  or  obviated  $  yet  be<* 
cause  you  are  pleased  to  repeat,  I  shall  repeat  ako*:  Dr. 
Clarke -s  pretence  is,  Aat  Christ's  honour  is  founded  upon 
the  power  oi  judgment  committed  to  him:  I  say,  his 
honour  is  founded  on  the  intrinsic  excellency  and  antece- 
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dent  dignity  of  his  Person ;  whereof  the  power  of-  judg* 
msxit  eommitted  is  only  a  farther  attestatioa,  and  a  provi-* 
tional  security  for  the  payment  of  his  due  honour.  It 
did  not  make  him  worthy ^  but  found  him  so  :  and  it  was 
added^  that  such  his  high  worth  and  dignity  might  appear 

to  meU)  and  be  acknowledged  by  them-* "  The  Fathef 

^  hath  committed  all  judgment  unto  the  Son,  that  all 
"  men  should  honour  the  Son,  even  as  they  honour  the 
"  Father/'  This  is  -  not  giving  us  the  formal  reason,  or 
foundc^um  of  his  honour j  but  the  j/£piaZ  reason,  or  moving 
tause,  why  the  Son  is  to  execute  judgment  rather  than 
the  Father  himselil  It  is  because  men' would  hereby  be 
apprised  of  his  antecedent  worth  and  dignity,  and  at  the 
same  time  be  incited  to  pay  him  suitable  honour,  in  ex^ 
temal  acts  of  worship  and  adoration,  as  to  the  Father 
himself.  This  is  the  obvious,  natural  construction  of  the 
place  in  St.  John ;  as  I  before  intimated.  And  I  confirm- 
ed it  by  the  accounts  which  St.  John  has  given  us  of  bik 
i^tecedeni  dignity,  hie  being  Gpt2  before  the  creatk>n,  and 
hfs  creating  the  woiii:  whibh  makes^  it  plain,  that  the 
committing  oi  jitdgment  was  ^no  addition  of  ti^u/  dignity, 
but  rather  declarative  of  the  oZrf/  that  it  might  appear  the 
more  fully,  knd  bethe  more  sectire  of  the  effect  upon 
mankind;^  This  reascmiiig  appearing  to  me  very  cle^  and 
just^demandcdas  cleai*  an  answer.  But  you  have  Httle 
fd  say,  except  in  tte  way  of  objection  and  r^petiti^n, 
eiboxkX,  derived  ta\d,  und^rived:  whic^  vis -not  arguing  from 
Scripture,  but  from  metaphysical  notions  you  have  taken 
np  about  sameness,  and  such  as  you  allow  not  in  any 
case  but  this;  contradicting  that  strict  notion  of  sameness, 
as  often  as  you  make  an  infinite  number  of  extended  pa:rts 
to  be  the  same  substance. 

To  what  yott  repeat  irom  the  Modest  Pleader  about 
the  Fathei^s  himgFbuTitain,  I  remrned  a  sufficient  ans^^ 
in  a  note  to  a.  Sermon «.t  You  ask,  "  Can  one  person 
^^  commit  powers  to  another  who  had  already  in  himself 

•    "    •        •  '  •  •  '  .  J  ~   '.   '."     •        ','»*.', 

s  Sermon  U.  vol.  ii.  pi  3^,  94. 
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fVthe  same  powers  ?''  Yes,  by  voluntary  ecdnomy,  the  ex- 
ercise of  powers  cdmmon  to  many  may  devolve  upon  one 
chiefly;  and  may  run  iii  his  name.  I  gave  you  a  proper 
rebjLike  in  my  Defence^  vol.  1.  p.  199.  for  your  expressing 
great  amazement  at  my  prejudice  and  blindness  in  main* 
tdning  only  what  had  been  held  by  all  the  Christian 
churches.  I  reminded  you  of  the  many  wise,  great,  and 
good  men^  whom  you  charged  through  my  sides.  *^  This,** 
you  say,  ^^  is  not  a  right  .way  of  dealing  with  Scripture.** 
That  was  not  the  point:  but  it  might  be  a  right  way  of 
dealing  with  a  gentleman  who  was  gone  beyond  decorum^ 
and  appeared  too  full  of  himself;  forgetting  that  a  modest 
deference  is  due  to  wise,  great,  and  good  men,  even  where 
we  dissent  from  them.     But  to  pass  oh. 

I  charged  your  interpretation  of  John  v.  19.  as  unn^ 
tural  and  farced,  making  the  context  incoherent.     ^^  The 
^^  Son  can  do  nothing  but  by  commission :  for**  {observe 
the  reason)  *>  he. can  do  every  thing'  the  Father  does*?-* 
But  if  the  sense  runs,  thus.  The  Son  being  one  with  the 
Father  can  do  nothing  separately,  then  the  context  is  co- 
herent ;  **  for  whatsoever  the  Father  doth,  the:  Son  does 
f^tilso,  or  likewise.'*     You  say,"  The  word  ybr,  in  the 
"^f  latter  part  of  the  19th  verse,  isnot  the  reason  giveHof 
^*  what  went  before,  but  that  the  latter  part  is  aparehthe^ 
*'  sis.'*    But  who  will  give  you  the  liberty  of  making  a 
parenthes\s  mhere  there  is  no  occasion,  only  to  serve  an 
hypothesis,^  I  showed,  that  you  cannot  make  your  sense 
out  of  the  passage^  but  by  supplying  the  deficiency  of 
the  text  with  what  the  text  has  not  said.    Which  ob- 
servation of  mine  you  call  retracting  the  charge  befdre 
iiiade,  vtrhen  it  is  :  really  enforcing  it :  and  I  preferred  the 
Catholic  ihterpretation'as  more  nd^raZ,  and  as  ai^tiing 
no  ji^ckncy  in  .the  te:!^.^  -iBesides  that,  admitting  the 
sentence  to  be  elliptical,  in  order  to  make  the  sense  cohe- 
rent in  your  way  of  construction;  yet  I  took  notice  far- 
ther, how  very  harsh  and  strange  it  must  sound  for  n 
creature  to  be  commissioned  to  do  all  that  the  Create 
does.     To  which  you  have  nothing  to  reply,  but  ^hat 


Digitized  by 


Google 


384  A  SECOND  DEFENCE       Qv.xix. 

your  interpretation  does  not  suppose  the  Son  created. 
Say  then,  that  he  is  unareated,  and  let  us  end  the  dis<« 
pute;  provided  only^  you  will  please  to  mean,  as  well  as 
say.  I  accept,  however,  of  your  tacit  acknowledgment, 
that  my  argument  against  the  Son's  being  a  creature  is 
unansv^^erable.  How  far  you  are  concerned  in  it,  the 
Ireaders  will  judge.  You  go  on ;  **  it  must  be  odd,  arid 
*^  strange,  that  the  supreme  Grod  should  be  commission- 
'*  ed/'  Nothing  strange  at  all,  that  one  who  is  supreme 
in  order  and  ojiee,  should  give  cbminission  to  another  noi 
supreme  in  order  or  office;  tihough  both  be  equally  su- 
preme in  nature;  which  is  the  true  notion  of  supreme 
God. 

I  showed  you  what  answers  had  been  formerly  given 
to  your  objections  by  Hilary,  Chrysostom,  Cyril^  ^tnd 
Austin:  in  reply  to  which,  you  tell  me,  that  Novatia^ 
and  EusebittS  were  niore  ancient  Fathers.  But  did  I  put 
it  upon  the  authority  of  the  Fathers  which  I  cited  ?  I  in* 
aisted  upon  the  reasons  they  gave,  gainst  those  very  pre* 
tences  which  you  revive.  And  why  did  you  not  answer 
them?  Their  reasons  were  drawn  from  Scripture,  and 
founded  on  the  text  itself;  agauist  which  neither  Nova'* 
tian  nor  Eusebius  is  of  any  the  least  weight.  But  thus 
you  love  to  disguise  the  true  obatter  in  question,  and  to 
lead  your  reader  off  to  something  vride  and  fbreign. 
However,  Novatian  has  not  a  word  to  your  purpose;  un- 
less copying  out  the  Father's  works  {imitatm-  operum  Pa- 
temorum)  proves  the  Son  to  be  of  a  different  nature  from 
the  Father.  Tertullian,  ancienter  than  either  Novajtian  or 
Eusebius,  understands  the  Son's  doing  nothing  of  himself, 
of  the  intimate  conjunction  of  the  Father  and  Son,  the 
Son  being  in  the  Father,  and  seeing  all  that  he  does,  or 
rather  all  that  he  designs  or  conceivesr.    He  goes  upon 

y  FUius  nihil  a  semetipso  potest  facere,  mA  viderit  Patrem  fadentem. 
Pater  enim  sensu  agit ;  Filing  vero  qui  in  Patris  sensu  est,  videns  perfidt ; 
dc  omnia  per  Filium  facta  sunt,  et  sine  illo  foctum  est  nitiil*  TeriuU*  amtr. 
Ptax.  c.  15. 
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the  ojd  notion^  that  the  designing  ot  conceiving  part  he* 
loDgs  peculiarly  to  the  Father^  this  executive  and  finishing 
part  to  the  Son :  and  thus  Father  and  Son  were  jointly 
concerned  in  every  operation.  As  to  Eusebius's  autbot^ 
rity,  where  he  has  not  remonsj  nor  qlder  Fathet-s  to  sup- 
port him,  \i  is  worth  nothing.  Athanasiud  has  writings 
extant  older,  pjx>bably,  than  any  we  have  of  pusebius'a  j 
except  his  oration  before  Paulinas  of  Tyre,  or  what  naay 
be  had  in  Pamphilus's  Apology.  And  as  to  Hilary, 
there  is  about  twenty  years  difference  between  his  age 
and  Eusebius's :  a  mighty  thing  for  you  to  hoast  of- 

1  excuse  your  citing  (p.  404.)  a  sentence  of  the  Semi** 
Arians  in  Epiphanius;  mistaking  it  for  Eptphanips's  own ; 
I  suppose  you  did  it  ignorantly.  And  it  is  the  more  par* 
donable»  because  learned  men  had  fonperly  made  , the. 
eame  blunder:  though,  I  believe,  never  sinqe  the  time^that 
Petavius's  sagacity  set  that  matter  right  in  hig  notes  t^  bi$ 
edition,  the  same  that  you  made  use  of. 

To  your  argument  drawn  from  the  .Father's  loving  th^ 
Son,  I  replied,  that  be  loves  also  hitnself ;  which  is  po 
matter  of  choice.  You  pretend,  however,  that  "  shpwii]^ 
^^  the  Son  all  things,  is.free:**  which  you  have  np  ground 
for  saying,  but  it  is  purely  fiction  to  serve  an  hypothesis*, 
Your  adding,  his  "  giving  authority  to  do  likewise,'*  \% 
corrupting  the  text,  which  says  nothing  of  mi,ihority ; 
though  if  it  had,  it  might  be  understood  of  such  authp* 
rity,  power,  and  perfections,  as  descend  wijth  his  nature 
from  the  Father  to  the.  Son. 

You  quote  John  XV.  10.  of  Christ's  "  abiding  in  his, 
"  love."  If  you  see  any  conaequence  favourable  to  yovr 
principles  in  th^t  te3^t,^you  should  have  shown  ijt :  I  cap 

•V  iettXtttSff  OUT  ifMiB-e/s,  «XA.*  l^t^mfMnxuf,  xeii  §lKuiri^09  tl^uv,  vitr^nuJs* 
Grtg.  Naz.  Orat.  xxxvi.  p.  584. 

Eusebius  has  the  like  thought,  whidi  he  expresses  however  in  terms  somf 
what  harsh. 

*0  ft\t  out  vrarn^  ^nrvfrov^  kh)  hroiftA^t  liecvoovf/ttfos ,  &Ci— i  21^  roTi  vw  wm* 
v^r  XoytffAtut  UmrtfiZotff  xet)  fMwg  Wo^rrtuMf  ret  I?  &vr^  ^»^n,  9'*  t^n»  hc^^f 
rmt  rw  trmrfif  i^o^m^Hnvftrnt  H^ftm^*,  Euseb,  Ecch  TTieoL  Mb.  iii/  e..  3« 
p.  164. 
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see  none.  You  tell  me  of  bringing  Hilary  in  again :  and 
you  entirely  slip  over  the  reasons  I  produced  from  him, 
without  any  answer.  Is  this  dealing  fairly  with  the 
reader? 

I  had  challenged  you  to  show,  that  one  person  m^y 
not  be  delegate  to  another,  without  being  unequal  in  nar 
ture.  But  you  are  frightened,  as  usual,  with  the  distinc- 
tion oi  order  and  nature;  and  run  off  in  the  utmost  con- 
fusion. A  "  delegated  power,"  you  say,  "  cannot  be 
*^  equally  supreme  and  independent."  Come  out  of  the 
clouds,  and  tell  me  what  you  mean  by  supreme  and  inde^ 
pendent.  If  you  mean  as  great  a  power,  and  as  necessari^ 
ly  existing^  I  shall  tell  you,  there  is  no  difference  betweea 
the  Father's  and  the  Son's :  if  you  n>ean,  that  the  Son's 
is  of  the  Father,  the  Father's  from  none,  I  allow  a  supre- 
macy of  ordeTy  and  a  different  mariner  of  existing)  and 
the  question  is  not  whence  the  Son  has  his  powers,  but 
what  they  are.  As  to  supremacy  of  order  being  only  in 
placing  of  words,  I  have  showed  your  inconsistency  on 
that  head  above.  Your  blaming  me  for  citing  RufEn's 
translation,  in  a  case  where  it  is  all  one  whether  the  wordft 
were  Ruffin's  or  Origen's,  is  low  carping.  You  did  not 
perceive  that  the  passage  was  brought  in  among  several 
others  of  Post-Nicene  writers ;  and  intended  only  for  il- 
lustration. But  you  are  still  more  offended  at  my  styling^ 
my  doctrine  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity;  as  if  others  had 
not  as  good  a  right  to  style  theirs  so.  Supposing  you 
have,  (which  I  deny,)  yet  sure  I  may  style  my  own  ac- 
cording to  what  I  take  to  be  right  and  true.  But  your 
Trinity  of  a  great  God,  a  little  God,  and  no  God,  must 
have  some  strong  figure  to  help  it,  to  make  it  a  Trinity  ; 
which  is  a  word  that  has  long  stood  for  a  quite  different 
thing  ^. 

'<      JtkiJt  Utn  xdM  i/MTt/tMv  ^uXXnyJ^rg.     Greg;  Nazkm.  Orat.  xiii.  p.  211. 

Ei  ^  Tfuit  irr/y,  S^v't^  »S»  nal  t^rt,  VtiiMrau  t\  »^$tu^tr»(  oSam  »m  «vx  a*ofMt9s» 
itfmy»n  ftUtv  ^«yrn§  Hvai  rj^»  kyiirnTitf  »mi  fumt  raims  rn*  ai'itirnrtt,  xmi  rip  rif. 
ibr^^i»i  ^vrir.    Athamas*  Ep»  i.  ad  Serap,  p.  678.  .    ^ 
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I  had  retorted  upon  you  your  own  arguments  against 
the  received  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  f  to  show  the  world 
bow  unequal  and  partial  you  have  been  in  the  handling 
this  controversy.  You  had  several  maxims  about  indivi* 
dual^  about  sctmeness,  about  substance,  about  being,  v;hich 
were  to  be  urged  as  of  great  force  against  the  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity  ;  though  of  no  force  in  another  subject^  upon 
your  own  principles.  You  could  allow  being  and  beings 
where  you  could  not  say  beings ;  substance  and  sub*- 
stance,  where  you  could  not  say  substances;  individual 
substance,  where  yet  you  could  distinguish  between  this 
and  that;  and  same  substance,  where  it  is  not  the  5am^  in 
such  a  sense  of  same,  as  you  utge  against  us*  Sameness 
by  union  you  can  allow,  where  you  have  a  mind :  only  in 
our  present  dispute,  no  such  thing  was  to  be  admitted. 
This  unreasonable,  and  indeed  shameful  conduct,  in  so 
momentous  an  aifair,  I  endeavoured  to  expose  as  it  de* 
served.  The  reader  may  please  to  look  into  my  Defence, 
vol.  i.  p.  207,  &C  to  see  what  I  had  to  say  on  that  head: 
I  have  no  mind  to  repeat.  Pressed  with  the  difficulties 
of  the  omnipresence  retorted  upon  you,  you  now  tell  me, 
that  my  foundation  was  wrong,  in  supposing  the  substance 
of  God  to  be  God.  This  I  am  a  little  startled  at:  let  us 
bear  what  your  philosophy  can  produce  in  defence  of  so 
wild  a  paradox,  that  the  substance  of  God  is  not  God.  I 
will  give  the  reader  your  words  at  length,  that  he  may 
marvel.  **  God  is  neither  the  substance  of  God,  nor  the 
^*  attributes  of  God,  but  he  is  thai  intelligent  Agent  whose 
^*  both  the  substance  and  attributes  are.  And  as  infinity^ 
*^  for  instance,  so  every  other  attribute,  power,  or  perfec- 
*^  tion,  of  the  omnipresent  Being,  is  the  individual  attri- 
"  bute,  power,  or  perfection,  of  that  one  individual  intel*- 
**  ligent  Agent,  whose  the  omnipresent  substance  is,'*  p. 
407*  The  philosopher  that  fixed  the  earth  upon  an  ele^ 
phant,  and  the  elephant  upon  a  tortoise,  and  knew  not 
where  to  go  next,  could  not  be  more  confounded  than 
you  appear  to  be  here.  The  substance,  it  seems,  is  to  be 
fixed  up<m  dbe  Person,  (which  is  neither  substance  nor  atr 
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tribute  J  but  •sometbiiig  between  bolb,)  aibd  tbus  ffeU  difli- 
ctilties  af^  wiped  ofFat  brice,  by  making  persm  stand  fdr 
nobody  knofws  what ;  an  idea^  I  suppose^  or  nothing-  I 
have  often  suspected  your  notion,  of  intelligent  agwni.to 
be  Very  confused ;  but  neVer  thoiight  it  so  wild^uad  un^ 
accountaUe  as  diis  cpmes  to.  Do  you  consider'  that  »t^ 
telHgeni  iahd  agent  are  two  adjectives,  which  suppose  a 
mlitaniivey  two  attributes  that  require  subsitinoe  for  their 
support }  Say  that  person  \»  the  subject :  but  then  what 
is  person,  but  either  substance,  or  nt tribute,  or  nothing  f 
Resolve  it  into  its  severtal  ideiMs,  and  you  will  find  thai 
person  always  implies  intelligent  and  actmg  subsi^rieei 
not  intdligent  acdng  nothing.  Now  inttelligence,  and 
ftctiveness,  are  attributes  <m\y  of  God,  that  is,  of  the  di* 
tine  substance ;  which" is  Gorf,  and  what  weiniean  by  Gfot^ 
as  often  sis  we  ^peak  of  him,  considered  as  the  subject  df 
his  own  attributes. 

I  know  not  whether  you  might  not  he  led  into 'the 
ituslatke  through  the  vulgar  waj  of  speaking  'about  the 
substance  of  God,  or  sutwtince  of  the  Father }  as  if  tfife 
substance  were  not  God  himself,  or  raot  the  Father  him** 
self,  but  s6methipg  belonging  to  him.  The  saoke  way  (6f 
speaking  might  be  as  good  an  argument  to  prove,  thtat 
the  Person  of  the  Father  is  not  the  FatWer,  but  something 
belonging  to  the  Father.  Such  a  inode  of  speech  is  very 
common  in  other  cases ;  as  when  we  say  the  ioi;^  of  the 
^noon  for  the  Tnoon,  or  the  matter  of  the  t^or/d  for .  the 
world.  Which  kind  of  language  has  its  reason  and  ibun«> 
daiion  in  our  way  of  forming  and  ranging  our  idetts  fot 
our  more  distinct  perception.  For,  not  content  with  a 
general  confuse  idea  of  any  thing,  we  take  it,  as  it  were, 
into  pieces,  or  parcels,  for  a  more  distinct  sand  particular 
.^ew  of  it.  The  idea,  suppose,  of  God  the  Father,  we 
divide  into  two  ideas,  substance'  anA\attrilmte  y  ^uA.  at^ri*- 
bote  again  into  many  ideas  still  tnore  distinct  sbid  p^trtic^^ 
lar.  '  Aaid  nbw  Father  stands  for  x\\q  general  confuse  iieuy 
yi)xi^  substtmce  and  o/^WZbto  are  considferefl<as  partsofit, 
and  bek>nging  to  it.    This  I tak^  to^be^thetrw >|u:toam 
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eS  that  way  of  speaking ;  as  weH  m  this,  as  in  the  odier 
xaies  above  mentioned.  So,  though  the  Person  of  the 
Father  be  realbf.  nothing  else  but  the  Faiher;  yet  it  is 
considered  as  something  distinct^  after  we  have  once  par- 
celled out  the  general  confuse  idea  into  several  particular 
ideas  ;  as  into  person^  power y  goodness,  &c.  for  the  greater 
distinctimu  Then .  ev^  Person  is  consictered  as  but  part 
of  that.con/kfe  id^a^  for  which  the  word  Father  stands ; 
and  it  is  conceived  to  belong  to  it,  as  a  part  to  the  whole. 
Hence,  as  I  apprehend,  f  dses  the  way  c^  speaking  before 
mentioned ;  which  is  qght  and  just  in  respect  of  our  ideas^ 
but  very  inaccurate  in  regard  to  the  things  themsehres,  for 
which  the  ideas  stand :  because  indeed  our  ideas  are  not 
^gkquate;  being  formed  in  a  way  suited  to  our  own  in^ 
Jirmity,  luther  than  to  the  truth  and  strictness  of  twinge. 

Query  XX. 

Whether  the  Doctor  needed  have  cited  300  texts,  wide  of 
the  purpose,  to  prove  what  nobody  denies,  namely,  a  sub- 
ordinations, in  some  sense,  of  the  Son  te  the  Father^ 
could  he  have  found  but  one  plain  text  against  Aw  eternity 
or  consubstantiality,  the  points  in  question? 

YOU  have  little  under  this  Query  but  repetition  and 
reference  t  which  require?  no  farther  notice.  As  to  the 
Worm  of  Baptism,  which  you  mentiJon  in  the  clo^,  I  have 
considered  it  in  a  distinct  I>iBCourse»,  which  you  had  seen 
before  you  came  to  this  Query.  You  have  nothing  to 
object  but  a  passage  firopi  the  spurious  Constitutions,  of 
noivakie;  and  another  from  Eusebius,  of  very  little.  I 
content  myself  therefore  with  referring  to  my  Pefence 
and  SermonSf   . 

Query  JPCI. 

Wh^her  he  be  not  forced  to  supply  his  want  of  Scripture'- 
proof  by  very  strained  and  revipte  kifhrences,  and  very 

p  Seemj  m^bAi  SermoD,  vol.  ii. 
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uncertain  reasonings  from  the  nature  of  a  thing  con^ 
fessedly  obscure  and  above  comprehension;  and  yet  not 
more  so  than  God's  eternity,  ubiquity,  prescience,  or 
other  attributes,  which  we  are  obliged  to  acknowledge  for 
certain  truths  f 

YOU  tell  me,  in  the  entrance,  that  ^*  none  of  Dr. 
.**  Clarke's  propositions,  on  which  he  lays  any  stress,  are 
**  drawn  by  mere  reasonings  from  the  incomprehensible  na^ 
"  ture  of  God.*'  But  what  think  you  oSJive  of  his  proposi- 
tionsy  where  he  denies  the  necessary  existence  (for  so  you 
now  understand  self^existence)  of  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost? 
Has  the  Doctor  so  much  as  one  text  in  the  Scripture  for 
any  of  them  ?  Not  a  syllable,  either  in  Old  or  New  Tes- 
tament, but  what  he  pretends  to  infer  from  very  obscure 
and  uncertain  reasonings  about  derived  and  underivedj  about 
acts  and  no  actSy  about  necessary  agency  being  no  agency j 
^bout  will,  coactiouy  &c.  profoundly  ^^/crpAy^ica/ andybn- 
cifuly  with  nothing  solid  or  certain  in  them.  The  like  may 
be  said  of  the  doctrine  contained  in  his  17th  proposition; 
which  has  no  text  of  Scripture  to  stand  upon,  though  he 
lays  great  stress  upon  it.  In  short,  I'  observed  in  my 
Defence,  and  here  repeat,  that  "  the  main  strength  of  the 
**  Doctor's  cause  lies  first  in  his  giving  either  a  Sabellian 
♦^  or  Tritheistic  turn  (admitting  no  medmm)  to  the  Ca* 
^*  tholic  doctrine ;  and  then  charging  it  with  confusion  of 
**  Persons,  Polytheismy  nonsense,  contradiction.  Take  away 
^*  that,  (to  which  his  constant  resort  is,  whwiever  he  comes 
M  to  the  pinch  of  the  question,)  and  there  will  be  little 
f^  left  considerable.^'  For  the  truth  and  justice  erf  this 
report,  or  censure,  I  appealed  ^  to  the  Doctor's  own 
books,  which  is  a  fair  procedure :  and  if  you  have  any 
thing  to  say  in  vindication  of  the  Doctor,  show  that  the 
fact  is  otherwise  than  I  represented.  Not  being  able  to 
do  any  thing  of  this  kind,  you  endeavour,  as  usual,  to 
turn  it  off  by  retorting;  and  to  put  me  upon  the  defensive^ 

I)  Sfe  1117  PefipDce^  vol.  i.  p.  215,  231, 
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having  nothing  to  plead  in  defence  of  the  Doctor  or  your- 
self. This  may  serve  to  blind  a  reader,  and  to  conceal 
your  shame:  but  it  is  not  answering  Queries.  You  fall 
again  upon  1  Cor.  viii.  6.  which  has  been  answered  over 
and  over.  What  is  that  to  the  point  now  in  hand,  the 
Doctor's  making  strained  inferences^  except  it  be  giving 
one  example  more,  by  his  wresting  of  that  text  ? 

As  to  God's  *^  eternity,  ubiquity,  prescience,''  you  say, 
^*  they  themselves  are  the  subject  of  our  belief,  not  par- 
'^  ticular  men's  philosophical  explications  of  the  manner 
"  of  them."  Well  then,  let  it  be  the  subject  of  our  be- 
lief, that  the  Father  is  God,  the  Son  God,  and  the  Holy 
Ghost  God ;  and  that  they  are  the  one  God  of  the  Chris- 
tians. But  as  to  the  manner  how  they  are  three,  or  0716^ 
let  nobody  concern  himself  about  it.  If  any  one,  yoder 
pretence  of  explaining  the  manner,  changes  the  sense  ^ 
the  word  God,  making  the  Son  a  nominal  God  only,  and 
the  Holy  Ghost  scarce  so  nmch  ;  what  is  this  but  doing 
the  same,  as  if  under  pretence  of  explaining  the  manner 
of  eternity ^  uliiqtiity,  or  prescience,  he  should  introduce 
the  doctrine  of  a  nominal,  not  r^al  eternity;  a  nominal 
ubiquity,  a  nominal  prescience ;  undermining  the  doctrines 
themselves  ?  Our  dispute  is  about  the  sense  in  which  any 
of  the  Persons  is  God :  let  this  be  determined  by  Scrip- 
ture and  antiquity,  and  proper  rules  of  criticism.  Make 
no  objections  from  the  manner  how  the  thing  should  be : 
for  all  such  objections  are  as  improper,  as  it  would  be  in 
the  question  of  prescience^,  eternity,  or  ubiquity;  to  leave 

«  A  late  au&or,  in  his  Appeal  to  a  Turk  or  Indiaa,  being  pressed  with  the 
instanee  aibout  prescunce  Aud  free  agency ,  has  no  way  of  coming  off^  bnt  by 
denying  that  there  is  so  much  as  a  seeming  repugnancy  between  the  two 
ideas,  p.  5.  Heis  the  first  man  of  parts  who,  after  considering  the  sulject, 
ever  thought  so.  I  could  name  him  many  of  the  dearest  heads  and  finest 
wits  among  ancients  and  modems,  (sack  as  Dr.  Burnet  of  the  Charter  House, 
Mr.  Lockf,  &c]  who  have  been  so  sensitde  of  the  seeming  repugnancy,  as 
to  despair  of  ever  dearing  it,  or  reconciling  the  ideas.  Is  there  no  seeming 
r&pugnancy  in  miuntaining  that  the  same  act  is  certain,  as  being  foreknown, 
uncertam,  as ^c^^ding  on  the  wiU  of  a  firee  agent?  I  should  be  glad  to  see 
the  seeming  repugnancy  answered,  or  took  off  any  other  wa]r  than  by  an 
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-Soripture^  and  ftuch  Jipproved  rul^  as  serve  to  detertnme 
the  sense  of  it,  and  to  retreat  to  philotophioal  reasonings 
iiboutthe  manner  how  these  things  ar^.    This  is  the  very 
fault  which  you  have  perpetually  run  into.    And  while 
We  Me  bringing  you  plaiti  Scripiure. proofs  for  Christ's 
divinity f  as  plain  a^  can  be  brought  for  the  divinky  of  the 
Father;  yon  are  filling  people's  heads  with  Tritbeism nxA 
Saielliani^fn^  with  specific  and  individuaiy  with  identical 
wholes  artd  undivided  parts^  with  ads  and  no  acts,  with 
fiOMses  and4)o  causes,  with  derived  and  underivied,  with 
CQ^rdinaiionSy  three  ^preme  Gods,  th^ee  substances,  axid  I 
JUit>W  rtot  what;  all  cavils  taken  from  the  manner  of  the 
tbing>  arid  inttoded  to  uhderoiine  the  doctrine  itself,  which 
is  and  ^ought  to  be.  the  subject  of  belief.    You  will  say, 
p^haps,  that  we  have  not  so  full  proof  of  thi^  doctrine, 
as  we  bate  of  ete^-nity,  prescience,  or  nhiquiiy.    Admit 
.we  have  bot:  yet  let  that  point,  as  to  the  truth  of  the 
djc>ctrine,  be  decided  by  proper  evidence ;  discai-diilg  ail 
.vai|i  pret/^noes  ab(>ut  thie  manner;  and  then  we  may  bring 
it  to  a  short  issue. 

*f  The  directions,"  you  say,  **  given  in  Scripturfe  coto- 
^^  <)eroiiig  the  worship  of  God  ind  Christ  (and  not  pbilo- 

.  bixml4c  acknpwlc^gment  of  our  igiufrance'vx  the  high  thiii^  of  Ood.  And  I 
wou^d  reldind  this  author,  that  this  very  instance  about  prescience  and  fret 
ivitfy  carri'eis  much  greater  dilfeculty  in  it  tihan  the  doctrine  of  three  and  one, 

•  Tbt  4Me  18  iko  argament,  I  'kn6w  bf,  agaSttst  the  tait^,  but  what  Is  cftpMUe 

(a{%jn$t  folutioa :  that  is,  U  mxicy  be  ahown  wheve  the  mniriunciit  has  a  JUm, 
jmd  where  the  chain  breaks.    But  in  the  other  case,  I  think,  the  utmost  we 

^  ran  do  is  only  to  prove  that  the  argument  must  have  a  flaw  somewhere,  though 
we  see  not  where;  being  content  to  resolve  all  into  the  inscrutable  perfection 
of  tlie  Ahrine  Prescience,  whidi  fbfinitely  trakiscends  OhT  i^Mle  capiudftiea. 
With  ^«  autAior's  good  leave,  thsD,  there  is  a  dightnce  MWeen  these  two 

'  eases :  \mt  the  advantage  lies  wholly  on  the  side  of  the  doctrtne  oF  liie  Triniify^ 
^  Mng  'itioi«  dnily  defended  th^n  the  other.   And  if  be  pleases  but  to  pthat 

itit  lo^  cowtatnM  in  fmge  «.  tLgfAtHgi  free  Witt,  4>t  prescience,  #itfa  1^  sione 
rtgrokkr  Mk  he  imebattt  Mgain&t  the  fV^i%,  I  Atire  promise  bim  tttt  abaoMte. 
Tictmry  there,  though  not  here.  'Bbt  Ihi^,  paAiAps,  tlie  aiithof  ViSfr^  aiwi^ 
of  5  any  more  th»n  of  the  dijff^^nce  between  saytnig.  Chut  Ifew  understand  the  ^ 
^i^eiHne  of  the  Triafty,  and  tew  wtiderMiibd  fte  em^rovetsy  hbont  Uie  TA. 
■"tatf ;  cfannniMin^  the  Mme  blttndfir  ^oe,  p.  \%  193.  9ne  ttiy  Snpflldhent, 
9oL|i.'p.  401. 
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•^  M^pMcftl  conjeetnred  cdnodniki^  imbdtancet  ind  essence^ 
-^  ou^t  to  be  the  guide  of  otir  practice."  Let  us  tteti 
'foUovr  the  directions  given  in  Scripture:  not  philosophical 
conjectures  s^ut  self-existertce ;  nor  Pagan  distinctionB 
libbttt  absolute  and  relative^  ultifMtie  and  mediate  worship; 
riot  precarious  suppositvGHis  of  one  that  had  been  Ood  and 
Creuior  before,  becoming  greater  by  being  appoint^ 
Judge.  Let  worship,  aH  religious  worship,  be  paid,  as 
Scripture  every  where  directs,  to  Ood  alone,  ainl  to  no 
creature.  Let  none  have  worship  that  cannot  be  proved 
to  be  God,  nor  any  want  it  that  can :  and  then  there  wifl 
soon  be  an  dnd  of  all  disputes }  and  worship  will  stand 
upon  its  old  foundations,  as  it  had  ever  stood,  before  Pa^ 
^ns,  Aridns,  and  Papists  perverted  and  corrupted  the 
true  notions  of  it. 

You  state  thie  main  question  between  us  in  these  teroi^, 
<p.  413.)  <«  Bcripture,'*  you  say,  "  tells  us  there  is  but 
^  one  Ood,  even  the  Father."  Yes :  Scripture  styles  the 
Father  the  *'  one  or  only  God :"  that  is  all  you  rfipukl 
pretend.  The  satrie  Scripture  styles  the  Son  Goiy  ascrib- 
IttjJ  Also  divine  titles,  attributes,  glory,  to  him.  Now  let 
your  question  be  put :  ^*  In  what  sense  these  two  propo- 
"  sidoRs  are,  according  to  reason  and  the  use  of  kngi:^age, 
^  best  understood  to  be  consistent."  I  ha^e  at  large  con- 
stdtered  this  very  question,  so  stated,  in  a  distinct  Dis- 
course**; which  was  published  before  this  part  of  your 
Reply  was  put  to  the  press :  as  appears  by  your  quoting 
wry  Sermons  in  the  former  part.  I  have  therefore  just 
reason  to  comjJain  of  your  complaint y  which  you  have 
borrowed  from  the  Modest  fteader;  and  which,  whatever 
^a»  tbenj  ymi  h^ve  now  no  pretence  for.  I  have  shown 
abundantly  tHat  yout*  argument  from  the  eacchime  terms 
b  not,  either  according  to  rea^n  or  ^se,  of  idpguage,  of 
mj  ureigbt,  in  comparison  to  the  proofs  vo^e  bring  of 
•  Cbns^s  befeg  Gd4  in  the  Sfame  s^se  as  -the  Father  is,  €tnd 
one  God  with  him.    The  j  Cor.  viii.  6.  which  you  urge 
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in  such  a  manner  as  if  the  whole  Scripture  was  to  yield 
to  Qfie  textf  ahd  that  misinterpreted,  has  been  often  an- 
«w^red.  You  blame  me  for  not  expressing  my  faith  in 
any  Scripture  positions:  as  if  every  thing  I  assert  as  matt^ 
of  faith,  were  not  as  much  Scripture  position^  according 
to  my  way  of  understanding  Scripture,  as  yours  is  to 
your  Scripture  position  according  to  your  way :  only  the 
difference  is,  that  mine  is  the  Catholic,  approved  way; 
yours  is  partly  Arian,  and  partly  Socinian. 

Under. this  ^uery,  I  entered  into  a  discourse  about  the 
meaning  of  believing  mystefieSf  in  answer  to  the  objec- 
tion, that  our  doctrine  is  not  intelligible.  I  showed  both 
of  the  doctrine  in  general,  satd  of  the  particulars  most 
usually  excepted  against,  that  they  are  inieltigihle ;  as 
intelligible,  at  least,  as  omnipresence,  eternity,  prescience, 
God's  simplicity,  self^existence,  &c.  To  the  main  of  the 
discourse  you  have  nothing  to  reply :  but  here  and  there 
you  throw  in  some  short  strictures  upon  such  parts  as 
you  think  proper. 

I  had  said,  "  the  learned  are  hardly  agreed,  whether 
*^  self-existence  be  a  tiegative  or  positive  idea/'  Upon 
which  you  remark,  **  how  absurd  thi?  is  I  have  already 
"  shown."  What  is  absurd  ?  The  report  I  had  made  of 
learned  men,  and  their  differing  on  that  head  ?  No ;  the 
fact  is  undoubtedly  true.  But  it  is  absurd  for  any  one  to 
make  the  idea  negative :  that,  I  presume,  is  your  meaning. 
And  yet  you  here  entirely  mistake  what  I  was  talking 
about ;  and  have  certainly  determined  on  the  wrong  side 
of  the  question.  For  the  question  upon  which  the  learned 
have  differed  is  this;  whether  when  we  say  any  thing 
exists  of  itself,  or  is  self-existing,  the  words  a  se^  or  of 
self,  have  any  positive  meaning,  or  mean  only  that  it  does 
not  exist  of  another.  Some  have  carried  the  notion  of  its 
being  positive  so  far,  as  to  say  God  is  the  cause  of  him" 
self^,  or  even  made  himself,  as  Lactantius  expresseth  it : 

*  The  ei^ressions  of  aurtyinit  and  »vro^utis,  if  strictly  taken,  lead  to  such 
a  meaning.  As  also  ex  se  orius,  ex  seipso,  and  the  like.  Petayius  cites  several 
testimonies  of  this  kind.    De  TVm.  lib.  v.  cap.  5,  p.  294. 
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which  is  supposing  the  idea  positive  indeed^  and  is  mani- 
fesdy  absurd.  Dr.  Clarke,  one  of  the  latest  writers,  and 
firom  whom  one  might  have  expected  something  accurate, 
yet  appears  to  be  all  over  confused  upon  this  very  head  in 
his  famous  Demonstratiotf  of  the  Existence,  His  professed 
design  there  is  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  Jlrst  cause  a 
priori :  which  has  no  sense  without  the  supposition  of  a 
cause  prior  to  the  Jirsl :  which  yet  is  nonsense.  The 
Doctor  was  too  wise  a  man  to  say  that  God  is  the  cause 
of  himself :  and  yet  he  says  what  amounts  to  it  unawares. 
He  speaks  of  "  necessity  of  existence,*'  as.  being  ^^  ante-' 
*'  cedently,  in  order  of  nature,  the  cause  or  ground  of 
"  that  existence^  :*'  which  is,  in  short,  making  a  property 
or  atiribute  antecedent,  in  order  of  nature,  to  its  subjeci^ 
and  the  cause  and  ground  of  the  subject.  .  And  he  talks 
in  his  Letters,  of  this  necessity  absolute  and  antecedent  (in 
order  of  nature)  to  the  existence  of  the  first  Cause,  operai-^ 
kig  every  where  alike?.  As  if  a  property  operated  in 
vausing  the  substance,  or  making  it  to  be  what  it  is.  All 
this  confusion  seems  to  have  been  owing  to  the  Doctor's 
iiot  distinguishing  between  mo^/aZ  and  causal  necessity; 
imd  his  not  considering  that  self^existence,  or  cLseity^,  as 
the  Schools  speak,  is  negative;  and  does  not  mean  that 
the  ^st  Cause  is  either  caused  by  any  thing  ad  exira,  or 


T/»»  iavrw,    Synet, 

Solus  Dens  ^st,  itaqne  prindpiiim ;  qui  ex  sdpso  dedit  tibi  ipse  princi- 
pinm.     Zen.  Veron, 

Deus — ^ipse  sui  origo  est,  susque  causa  substandae.    Hieron,  in  Ephes,  3. 

Id  quod  est,  ex  se,  atque  in  se  contlnens.    I^ktr, 

Ex  se  prindphim  cui  contagit.    HiXar.  alter, 

"Exui^imuvSrittHttilrt,    Zach.  Mtyien. 

Sui  namque  principium. 

Ex  sdpso  procreatus ipse  se  fedt.    iMctant. 

*  Sec  Demonstration,  &c.  p.  9,  10,  16.    Letters,  p.  35,  36,  16. 

*  Letters,  p.  20,  37. 

>  HancDeiproprietatemquidam  ex  recentioribus  philosophis  aseitaiem 
vocanint,  quia  Deus,  eo  quod  principio  caret,  est  a  se,  non  ab  alio ;  conten- 
duntque  eami  eBiBepotiiivum  attributum ;  quod  eodem  quidem  redit  ac  id  quod 
diximus,  sed  Todbus  novis  sine  causa  expressum  est  Qeiici  PneunuUol* 
cap.  3.  p.  150. 
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by  iisetf,  (much  less  by  any  property  of  itself>)  but  has  bo 
cause)  is  absolutely  uncaused.  I  was  not  therrfoce  con^ 
siderkrg^  whether  any,  or  what  pon^ive  perfections  are 
implfed  in  self-existencej  or  in  any  bdug  that  is  sdf-ex«- 
istent,  a9  you  hastily  appr^en'Sed,  but  whether  self-ex^ 
ktence  (having  plainly  a  reference  to  the  qnestion  mhence 
the  thing  is)  is  to  be  considered  p^sktimly  or  ftegativelg 
in  regard  to  the  cause  of  that  existence.  I  have  now  6e* 
tennined,  I  think  upon  plain  reasons,  that  it  is  negative 
only ;  atid  that  we  are  not  to  siippose  any  cause,  extertuad 
or  internal,  but  absolutely  nd  causey  because  there  is  no 
cause  prior  to  the  first.  The  true  way  of  ending  the  cjis- 
pute  about  the  attribute  of  self^exAsience  bdng  positive  or 
negative^  is  by  showing  what  ideas  are  supposed  to  be 
contained  in  it.  No  doubt  but  existence  is  a  positive  idea : 
and  the^juestion  only  is,  whether  the  inani;Kir  of  existing 
expressed  by  self  denotes  any  thing  posititm^  It  is  plant 
it  doth  not,  since  it  means  existing  fibom  no  cause^  wUboh 
is  negative ;  though  such  existence  im'plies  all  positrre 
perfections.  Bishop  Stillingfleet  oh  the  Trinity  (p.  ayS.) 
cays,  ^'  To  be  from  himself y  in  the  sense  geiier^ly  under- 
*^  stood,  is  a  mere  negative  expression  I'^^^and  in  this  s^nse 
''  only,  learned  men  have  told  us,  that  it  is  to  be  tmder*- 
**  stood  by  those  aneient  and  modem  writers,  who  have 
'^  used  that  expression,  as  when  St.  Jerome  saith,  that 
**  God  is  self'originatedy  and  St.  Austin^  &c.— "AH  these 
■•*  and  such  like  expressions  are  only  to  be  negatively 
**  understood/'  ^    To  return. 

You  proceed  to  make  two  or  three  little  exceptions 
^scarce  worth  notice)  to  what  you  met  with  in  my  De- 
fence. You  declare  that  your  ai'gument  against  the  Son's 
being  God,  in  the  strict  sense,  is  not  founded  upon  what 
4:an  or  cannot  be,  (which  I  am  gUd  to  hear,)  but  upon 
I  Cor.  viii.  6.  which  I  have  often  answered.  You  ac- 
quaint me  farther,  (p.  416.)  that  "two  supreme  Gods** 
cannot  be  **  one  supreme  God;**  which  t  readily  agree 

'  See  Pearaon  on  the  Creed,  Art.  i.  p.  39. 
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to:  as  neither  can  two  Gods,  supreme  find  inferior^  be 
one  God,  or  ever  stand  with  the  Scripture  doctrine  of 
077^  God^  But  two  Persons  in  nature  equals  airA  so  eqo^illy 
supreme,  may  be  one  supreme  Ooi* 

You  assure  me,  that  you  did  set  oujt  ^^uposi  tbe^jbot 
^*  of  Scripture,  and  do.  continue  upon  that  foot  still."  I 
heartily  wish  you  could  mean,  as  well  as  say,  and  not 
revoke  all  again  presently,  by  deiiyi^g  the  Son  .and  Roly 
Ghost  to  be  neasssarUy  eccisiing:  which  you  have  not  the 
least  syllable  of  Scripture  to  countenance  you  in.  And 
I  wish  you  would  not  erery  where  represent  a  distinCfUon 
o(  or^er  or  ^ce  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  divine  Uniiyt 
whioh  again  you  have  no  Scripture  for,  but  mere  fanciful 
speculations*  You  have  the  less  reason  to  blame  me  for 
mentioning  office  in  respect  <rfGod :  because,  you  knowy 
there  was  a  time,  when  the  word  God  was  thought  to  be 
always  a  relative  word  of  office. 

As  to  Lucian's  Philopatris,  I  have  given  my  thoughts 
of  it  above,  (p;  7*.)  Your  hints  about  a  passage  of  Iren^eus, 
which  I  had  sufficiently  explained^. by  another  of  Nova* 
tian,  and  a  third  of  Tertullian,  are  very  triflmg.  Those 
heretics  thought  it  mean  and  degr^ing  for  God  to  h&* 
come  man:  which  made  some  (^  them  deny  Christ's  di* 
vinity^  and  others  his  humanity  j  all,  the  union  of  batk 
natures  in  orie  Person.  Whether  you  or  I  give  theimost 
countenance  to  those  heretical  tenets,  I  leave  the.  reader 
to  judge. 

Query  XXII. 

Whether  his  (the  Doctor's)  whole  performance^  when- 
ever he  differs  from  uSy  be  any  thing  more  than  a  repe^ 
tition  of  this  assertion,  that  being  and  person  are  the 
same,  or  that  there  is  no  medium  between  Tritiieism  and 
Sabellianism  ?  Which  is  removing  the  cause  from  Scrip*- 
ture  to  natural  reason,  not  very  consistently  with  the  title 
of  his  book. 
YOU  begin  with  telling  me,  that  *^  if  two  or  more  in-^ 

*^  telligent  agents  can  be  the  same  being,  or  subsist  in 

k  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  230. 
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*^  the  same  individual  substance^  (provided  the  agents  be 
*'  not  all  of  them  self-existent,)  this  will  no  way  affect  the 
^^  truth  of  Dr.  Clarke's  propositions/'  The  reader  is  to 
know  that  by  the  same  beings  or  mbstance,  in  this  case, 
is  understood  the  same  necessarily  existing  substance: 
for  necessary  and  precarious j  that  is,  uncreated  and  created, 
cannot  be  called  the  same  individual  substance.  By  self* 
existent,  as  you  have  now  explained  yourself,  you  meaa 
necessarily  existing*  The  sum  then  of  what  you  have 
here  said  amounts  to  this  wise  sentence ;  ^*  If  two  or 
^*  more  intelligent  agents  can  be  the  same  necessarily 
^^  existing  being,  or  subsist  in  the  same  necessarily  exist-^ 
"  ing  substance,  (provided  the  agents  be  not  all  of  them 
*^  necessarily  existing,)  this  will  no  way  affect  the  truth 
"  of  Dr.  Clarke's  propositions."  What  is  this  to  the 
purpose  ?  Do  not  you  here  plainly  deny  that  two  persons 
can  be  one  necessary  being,  or  substance?  And  this  is 
what  Dr.  Clarke  has  often  denied* ;  and  could  never  give 
a  sufficient  reason  for  doing  it.  Indeed  the  Doctor  (or 
you  for  him)  seems  at  length  to  have  given  up  his  ge- 
neral principle,  which  he  first  insisted  upon,  viz.  that 
f^  two  persons  cannot  be  one  being ;"  which  he  chiefly 
grounded  upon  the  consMeration  of  the  imaginary  compo-- 
sition  implied  in  it.  I  say,  he  appears  to  have  given  this 
up;  being  at  length  sensible  that  he  has  allowed,  in  an- 
other case,  substance  and  substance^  being  and  being,  to 
make  one  substance  and  one  beings  without  any  compo* 
sition.    But  what  the  Doctor  (or  you)  insists  upon  nowy 

1  Three  iutelligent  agents  in  one  individual,  identical  8u1>stance,  is  so  ielf- 
evident  a  contradiction,  that  I  think  no  reasoning  can  make  it  plainer  than 
intuition.    Dr.  Clarke* s  Three  Letters,  p.  31. 

Two  persons  to  be  one  being,  1  think  a  manifest  contradiction  in  terms. 
Qarke*s  Reply,  p.  157. 

Two  persons  in  one  and  the  same  individual  uncompounded  beinf,  is  an 
express  contradiction.     Ibid.  p.  169. 

Two  individuals  cannot,  without  an  express  contradiction,  have  an  identity 
of  nature.    Ibid.  ft.  IS4. 

The  reason  why  our  Saviour  could  not  affirm  that  he  and  his  Father  were 
one  Being,  is  because  he  would  thereby  have  afELrmed  that  they  were  one 
Person.    Ibid.  p.  291. 
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is,  that  two  snch  Persons  cannot  be  one  necessary  Being 
or  substance ;  or  that  derived  and  underived  cannot  be 
both  included  in  one  necessary  substance.  Which  though 
it  be  putting  the  objection  upon  a  different  foot,  yet  want* 
to  be  proved  as  much  as  did  the  other :  and  is  equally 
liable  to  the  charge  I  brought  against  the  Doctor  in  this^ 
Query,  his  removing  the  cause  from  Scripture  to  natural 
reason;  to  a  philosophical  question,  whether  the  ideas  of 
self^existence  and  necessary  existence  be  the  same  or  diffe^ 
renty  or  whether  underived  expresses  an  essential  perfec* 
tion,  all  that  necessary  existence  does,  or  only  a  relation 
of  order,  and  nuxle  of  existence.  After  all  your  pretences 
to  Scripture^  you  really  resolve  the  dispute  into  this  meta- 
physical  question :  and  you  cannot  advance  your  cause  at 
all  by  Scripture,  but  by  the  help  of  your  metaphysics^ 
You  take  your  rise  from  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  to.  come  at  ttn- 
originate:  thus  far  is  commenting  upon  Scripture.  The 
rest  is  philosophy,  false  philosophy,  drawing  inferences 
from  unoriginate  to  self- existence,  from  self-existence  to 
necessary  existence,  from  thence  to  the  Father's  being  alone 
necessarily  existing,  from  thence  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
Son  from  being  necessarily  existing,  from  thence  to  the 
making  him  a  precarious  being,  (though  in  words  you 
deny  it,)  and  from  thence  to  his  being  a  creature :  this  is 
the  course  of  your  reasoning.  Your  -Kr^olirov  ^svhs,  or  fun- 
damental eriror,  lies  in  your  philosophy,  confounding  un^ 
originate  (as  did  the  ancient  Eunomians)  with  necessary^ 
existence ;  which  you  have  no  foundation  for :  or  if  yow 
be  allowed  to  make  necessary  existence  the  same  with  self" 
existence;  you  will  then  never  be  able  to  prove  that  the 
Father  alone  is  self-existent ;  or  that  the  self-existence  of 
three  Persons  (so  understood)  is  at  all  inconsistent  with  a 
real  distinction  of  order  and  ojice.  It  will  be  changing  the 
names  of  things,  and  nothing  more.  It  is  manifest,  from 
what  I  have  observed,  that  Scripture  is  not  the  thing  you 
trust  to,  but  philosophy;  because  when  we  have  granted 
you  all  you  pretend  to  have  proved  from  Scripture,  viz^ 
that  the  Father  is  ihojirst  Person,  derived/row  none,  you 
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9^  stitt  but  where. you  were>  tiU  you  call  in  pkihsoph^ 
and  mHttphjfsics  to  make  out  the  rest^  and  to  deterniine 
the  origin  <|ue6tio«ik  You  are  now  pleased  to  put  the 
malter  upon  this,  whether  two  supreme  Persons  can  bci 
one  supreme  God.  You  say,  (p-  4^0.)  "  two  (^ually 
^'  supreme  Persons  united  may  he  in  the  complex  sen^' 
*^  one  Being  J  Que  substance;  but  they  will  not  conscqqentJy 
"  be  Qioe  supreme  Grovernor,  one  Lord,  one  God/'  Now. 
here^in  the  first  place,  I  very  much  blame  your  not  attend- 
ing to  the  distinction  of  supreme  in  Ttaiurej  and  supreme 
in  order.  It  is  in  the  first  j&ense  only  that  we  assert  .two 
or  three  supreme  Persons;  supreme  in  every  periectio% 
having  no  higher. or  lower,  no  belter  or  .ivor^y  no  degrees 
of  easentW  pow/er,  wisdom,  or  any  other  attribute*  At  the 
$^me  tif»e,  tho^e  Persons,  thus^9tta%  supreme  in  nature^ 
are  uQt  ^ually  supr^ine  in  order,.but  two  of  them  are  sub-' 
ordinate  to  one^  tlie  Head  and  Center  of  Unity,  And  because 
they  $if e  iin  nature.  Undivided,  and  in  ojf-i^r .referred  up  to  that 
ope  Hisa^  and  Fountain  of  all;  they  are  therefore,  with 
him,  one  Governor,  one  Lord,  and  one  Gsd.  And  thougli 
the  ajutbority,  the  dominion,  the  power  be  considered  al-^ 
ways  primarily  in  the. Father,  yet  is  it  common  to  all ;  only 
with  this  07'der,  that,  the  Father  .has  it /row  none,  they 
from  the  Father:  so  that  all-  that  remains  peculiar  to  the 
Esther  is  a  preeminence,  or  priority  oi.  order.  'This  is  the 
Catholic  doctrine  which  ypu  arc  endeavouring. to  con- 
i^ute :  but,  instead  of  arguments,  you  generally  give  us 
wly  ambiguous  words  and  names,  to  confound  and  per- 
plex  what  ought  to  be  kept  clear  and  distinct. 

You  tell  me  of  running  counter  to  Scripture  and  on- 
tiquily,  in  making  more  than  one  "absolutely  supreme 
**  over  all."  Here  you  are  only  doubling  upon,  or  trifling 
with,  the  word  supreme,  I  make  thrjce  supreme  in  nature  ; 
I  suppose  one  only  supreme  in  order  or  office :  show  me 
^ther<^nff  text  of  Scripture  or  one  single  testimony  Of 
Catholic  antiquity,  (I  ^ow  not  Ejusebius  fpr  such,)  that 
plainly  coritradiots^  eiMer  of  these  positions.  jThej  appear 
to  me,  both  of  them,  true  waA  just  positions;  foimded  in 
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Scripttire,  and  confirmed  by  the  universal  suffrage  of  the 
ancients.  If  they  appear  not  consistent  ki  your  philosophy ^ 
own  it  frankly  and  ingenuously,  as  an  honest  man  would : 
but  do  not  misreport  Saipture  and  antiquity. 

What  follows  in  p.  421.  is  only  repeating  your  own 
Jictions  both  of  me  and  of  the  ancients. 

I  had  appealed  to  the  Prophet  Isaiah,  as  interpreted  by 
St.  John,  making  Father  and  Son  "  one  Lord  of  hosts.'* 
You  tell  nie  bluntly,  "  there  is  no  such  thing  in  the  texts;'* 
referring  me  to  Dr.  Clarke's  Scripture  Doctrine.  I  say, 
there  is  in  those  texts  all  that  I  before  asserted  2  and  why 
do  you  now  refer  me  to  Dr.  Clarke,  whose  pretences  I 
had  before  ^  considered,  and,  I  think,  confuted  ? 

You  tell  me  that  neither  the  ancient  writers  nor  Bishop 
Bull  are  at  all  of  my  opinion  in  the  point  of  '^  equal  su^ 
**  premacy  of  dominion."  But  so  far  as  I  apprehend  of  the 
ancients  and  of  Bishop  Bull,  they  were  exactly  of  my 
opinion,  as  they  are  directly  opposite  to  yours :  and  I 
wonder  at  your  presumption  in  claiming  any  acquaintance 
with  them,  or  interest  in  them. 

You  have  a  pretty  argument  (p.  425.)  to  prove  St.  Paul 
a  Pagan  and  an  idolater,  upon  my  principles  5  that  is,  upon 
the  principles  of  the  Catholic  Church  in  all  ages :  for  mine 
are  no  other.  But  how  is  this  wonderful  consequence 
to  be  raised  ?  It  is  first  by  supposing,  that  St.  Paul  ex* 
duded  the  Son  from  the  one  Godhead;  an  imaginary  con- 
sequence drawn  from  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  And  next  by  sup- 
posing, that  St.  Paul  allowed  mediate  and  i7j/i?raor  worship ; 
another  imaginary  inference  drawn  from  i  Tim.  ii.  5.  Phil, 
ii.  II.  After  sporting  yourself  awhile  in  so  ridiculous  an 
argument,  you  come  to  invent  something  for  me  to  say  : 
you  suppose  I  shall  say,  that  our  Lord  is  that  one  God 
mentioned  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  which  you  think  highly  absurd. 
But  what  if  I  should  plead,  that  that  one  God  is  a  silly  ex- 
pression, where  there  are  not  two  one- Gods;  and  therefore 
should  rather  say,  that  our  Lord  is  not  that  Person  4her© 

"  Sermons,  vol.  ii.  p.  18, 
VOL.  III.  D  d 
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ityled  one  God  by  way  of  eminence,  but  another  Person, 
yiho  13  yet  one  God  with  him.  Your  interpretation  of 
the  gods  many  and  lords  manyf  as  alluding  to  the  superior 
and  inferior  deities  of  the  Pagans,  stands  upon  the  autho* 
rity  of  Mr.  Mede  :  who,  like  a  modest  and  learned  man, 
proposed  it  only  as  a  plausible  conjecture^  not  with  the 
qonfidencp  you  speak  of  it.  An  ingenious  gentleman  '^  has 
very  lately  suggested  several  things  on  that  head  well  de- 
serving consideration;  and  such  as  appear  sufficient  to 
p^ake  Mr.  Mede's  construction  pass  for  precarious  at  least, 
if  not  certainly  false.  There  is  one  obvious  objection  to 
be  farther  used  against  it ;  that  to  make  the  gods  many 
answer  in  the  comparison,  (in  your  way,)  they  should  be 
understood  to  be  many  supreme  Gods ;  which  yet  the  hea- 
thens never  asserted,  but  the  contrary ;  as  Dr.  Cudworth 
and  other  learned  men  have  abundantly  shown.  To  me  it 
appears,  that  the  many  gods  and  many  lords  mean  the 
same  thing,  under  different  names ;  and  that  St.  Paul,  in 
opposition  to  having  many^  asserts  that  all  things  were  of 
the  one  God,  and'^y  the  one  Lord,  intimating  their  perfect 
y»ity  of  power,  perfection,  and  operation,  so  as  to  be  both 
but  one  God  and  one  Lord;  the  one  Lord  being  one  with 
the  one  God,  and  vice  versa.  To  proceed :  how  well  you 
have  been  able  to  answer  the  charge  of  Polytheism  has 
b^ien  seen  before:  and  particularly  as  to  Origen,  it  has 
been  shown  that  his  answer  to  the  charge  in  his  piece 
against  Celsus  was  nothing  like  yours,  but  directly  con* 
t;rary ;  affirming  Father  and  Son  to  be  one  God. 

I  pa^s  over  your  repetitions  in  p.  426,  427.  which  have 
boen  abundantly  answered.  Two  Gods,  one  supreme  and 
aixother  inferior,  is  so  manifestly  your  doctrine,  that  you 
do  but  expose  yourself  to  ridicule  by  struggling  to  evade 
it.  The  Socinians,  iu^his,  were  plainer  men,  and  did  not 
scruple  to  confess  a  clear  thing. 

You  pretended,  before,  to  bring  Ante-Nicene  and  Post- 
Nicene  writers  against  me,  as  to  the  point  of  charing  you 

>  Mr.  Wade*8  Short  Inquiry  into  tbe  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  &c.  p.  39,  &c 
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with  Polytheism,'   I  knew  you  had  none,  but  that  you 
had  unhappily  deceived  yourself  with  a  few  second-hand 
scraps  of  Athanasius,  Hilary,  and  Basil,  which  you  under- 
stood not.     I  answered  your  |  retences,  and  produced  full 
and  plain  testimonies  <>  against  you,  both  from  Ante-Ni- 
cene  and  Post-Nicaie  antiquity.  One  was  out  of  a  fragment 
of  Dionysius  Romanus,  preserved  by  Athanasius;  a  very 
valuable  one,  and  such  as  no  critic  wUl  ever-doubt  of,  as  to 
its  being  genuine :   your  exceptions  therefore  against  it, 
as  of  doubtful  authority,  are  not  worth  the  notice  5  beside 
that  I  have  answered  them  aboveR,    Another  testimony  I 
produced  from  Athanasius  himself  (or  perhaps  Basil,)  who 
makes  it  Ditheism  either  to  suppose  tivo  principles^  or  to 
admit  one  God  underived  and  another  God  derived.    Your 
remark  upon  him  for  it  is  so  very  shrewd  and  sagacioui, 
that  it  i«  pity  the  reader  should  lose  it :   he  shall  have  it 
in  your  own  words*    "  You  cite  a  passage  of  Athanasiu?, 
"  that  he  who  introduces  a  God  underived,  and  another 
^  who  is  a  God  derived,  makes  two  Gods j  which  is  not 
^*  very  consistent  with  his  own  foregoing  words,  that  he 
**  who  introduces. two  original  principles,  preaches  two  Gods: 
*^  for,  that  in  this  unoriginate  principgdity  over  all,  consists 
*^  the  unity  of  God,  was  the  express  doctrine  of  all  the 
**  Ante-Nicene  writers.*'    Now  are  you  really  so  blind  as 
not  to  have  perceived,  that  that  origination  (according  to 
the  ancients)  was  not  supposed  to  make  l3ie  Father  one 
God  exclusive  of  the  other  Persons  ?   But  because  two  of 
the  Persons  were  referred  to  one  as  thdr  Head,  undivided 
from  him  5  therefore  <ill  three  together  -were  the  one  God. 
This  was  the  use  they  made  of  the  origination :  not  to 
throw  out  the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost,  as  you  do,  but  to  take 
them  both  in.    Yet  you  are  constantly  representing  that 
originationin  a  quite  different  light,  and  to  a  quite  (££Serent 
purpose;  meanly  quoting  Bp.  Pearson  for  it:  who  t5on- 
tradicts  you  in  the  very  same  sentence,  and  represents  ihe 


•  Defence,  vol.  4t  p.  239,  iP  Page  318. 
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case  as  it  really  stood  among  the  ancients^  being  a  learned 
and  SLJudiciotis  man. 

Upon  this  occasion,  I  shall  here  translate  that  passage 
of  Athanasius,  that  the  common  reader  may  see  what  the 
ancients  thought  of  Tritheism^  in  a  very  few  words. 

*'  He  that  introduces  two  principles  (or  heads)  preaches 
^*  up  two  Gods:  such  was  the  impious  doctrine  of  Marcion. 
"  Again,  he  that  asserts  an  uncreated  God,  and  another 
"  God  created^  does  also  make  two  Gods;  because  of  the 
^*  difference  of  nature  {essence)  which  he  blasphemously 
"introduces.  But  where  there  is  one  Head,  (or  Father,) 
*^  and  one  offspring  from  him,  there  is  but  one  God ;  the 
*f  Godhead  being  perfect  in  the  Father,  and  the  perfect 
"  Godhead  of  the  Father  being  also  in  the  Son."  I  refer 
the  reader  to  my  Defence,  (vol.  i.  p.  239.)  for  the  origi- 
nal; where  he  will  also  find  other  passages  to  the  same 
purpose. 

What  you.  produce  next  from  Justin,  Novatian,  Hilary, 
and  Bishop  Pearson,  the  reader  may  judge  of  by  the  last 
of  them ;  whom  you  quote  as  saying,  "  This  origination  in 
"  the  divine  Paternity  has  anciently  been  looked  upon  as 
*^  the  assertion  of  the  unity .*'  Here  you  stop,  as  usual.  The 
v0ry  next  words  of  Bishop  Pearson  are ;  "  and  therefore 
"  the  Son  arid  Holy  Ghost  have  been  believed  to  be  but 
*^  one  God  with  the  Father,  because  both  from  the  Father, 
"  who  is  one,  and  so  the  union  of  them^i :"  directly  con- 
trary to  what  you  cited  him  for.  Such  are  your  repre- 
sentations of  authors }  such  your  manner  of  using  the 
comnjop  reader, 

QURRY  XXHI. 

Whether  the  Doctor* s  notion  of  the  Trinity  he  more  clear 

and  intelligible  than  the  other  ? 
The  difficulty  in  the  conception  of  the  Trinity  is,  how  three 

Persons  can  be  one  God  P 

4  Pearson  on  the  Creed,  p.  40. 
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Does  the  Doctor  deny  that  every  one  of  the  Persons^  singly, 
is  God?  No :  Does  he  deny  that  God  is  one  P  No :  tibw 
then  are  three  one  P 

Does  one  and  the  same  authority^  exercised  by  ally  fnake 
them  oney  numei'ically  or  individually  one  and  the  same 
God  ?  That  is  hard  to  conceive  how  three  distinct  Beings^ 
according  to  the  Doctor's  scheme,  can  be  individually  one 
God,  that  isy  three  Persons  one  Person, 

If  therefore  one  God  necessarily  signifies  but  one  Person, 
the  consequence  is  irresistible;  either  that  the  Father  is 
that  one  Person,  and  none  else,  which  is  downright 
Sabcllianism  ;  or  that  the  three  Persons  are  three  Gods. 

Thus  the  Doctor's  scheme  is  liable  to  the  same  difficulties 
with  the  other.  ,> 

There  is  indeed  one  easy  way  of  coming  off,  and  that  is,  by 
saying  that  the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit  are  neither  of  them 
God,  in  the  Scripture-sense  of  the  word.  But  this  is  cut- 
ting the  knot,  instead  of  untying  it ;  and  is  in  effect 
to  say,  they  are  not  set  forth  as  divine  Persons  in  Scrip- 
ture. 

Does  the  communication  of  divine  powers  and  attributes  from 
Father  to  Son  and  Holy  Spirit,  make  them  one  God, 
the  divinity  of  the  two  latter  being  the  Father's  divi- 
nity  P  Yet  the  same  difficulty  recurs  ;  for  either  the  Son 
and  Holy  Ghost  have  distinct  attributes,  and  a  distinct 
divinity  of  their  own,  or  they  have  not :  if  they  have, 
they  are  (upon  the  Doctor's  principles)  distinct  Gods 
from  the  Father,  and  as  much  as  finite  from  infinite, 
creature  from  Creator;  and  then  how  are  they  one?  If 
they  have  not,  then,  since  they  have  no  other  divinity,  but 
that  individual  divinity,  and  those  attributes  which  are 
inseparable  from  the  Father's  essence,  they  can  have  n6 
distinct  essence  from-  the  Father's  ;  and  so  {according  to 
the  Doctor)  will  be  one  and  the  same  Person,  that  is^ 
will  be  names  only* 

Q,  Whether  this  be  not  as  unintelligible  as  the  orthodoa> 
notion  of  the  Trinity,  and  liable  to  the  like  difficulties :  a 
communication  of  divine  powers  and  attributes,  without 
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the  substance,  being  as  hdrd  to  conceive,  nay,  much  harder , 
than  a  communication  of  loth  together  P 

YOU  begin  thus:  "  The  difficulty  in  the  conception  of 
^  the  Trinity,  is  not  how  three  Persons  can  be  one  God. 
^  For  the  Scripture  no  where  expresses  the  doctrine  in 
^  those  words :  and  the  difficulty  of  understanding  a 
"  Scripture  doctrine  ought  not  surely  to  lie  wholly  upon 
^  words  not  found  in  Scripture/'  The  reader  is  to  know 
that  this  IS  a  rteuf  turn,  intended  to  bring  you  off  from  the 
first  state  of  riie  question,  where  you  happened  to  lose 
ypurself  in  your  first  answer.  However,  though  it  may 
pass  for  an  ingenious  shift  in  distress,  there  is  very  little  in 
it  more  than  in  your  ^rst  ^swer.  Only  it  is  hard  upon 
me  to  have  new  answers  now  formed  to  old  Queries,  and 
to  be  put  upon  changing  my  method  of  defence,  as  often 
as  you  are  pleased  to  vary  your  responses.  Whoever 
teught  you  this  new  iur7t,  was  a  man  of  no  great  pru- 
dence or  foresight  ^  he  did  not  consider  how  it  inevitably 
recoils  upon  Dr.  Clarke.  For  the  Scripture  no  where  ex- 
presses in  words  or  in  sense  his  main  doctrinCj  that  the 
Father  alone  is  necessarily  existing,  that  neither  the  Son 
nor  the  Holy  Ghost  is  necessarily  existing;  (so  you  now 
confessedly  MnA&x^taixA  self -existence ;)  these  are  tenets  not 
found  in  Scripture  expressly,,  nor  so  much  as  deducible  by 
^ny  consequence,  or  shadow  of  a  consequence.  Why 
then  did  you  not  consider  better,  before  you  drew  up  a 
charge  upon  others,  which  at  length  falls  only  on  your 
own  friends  ?  You  go  on :  "  It  is  very  strange  that  a  man 
*^  of  your  abilities  should  write  a  large  book  without  so 
"  much  as  knowing,  or  ever  once  being  able  to  express, 
"  what  the  true  question  is/'  And  it  is  very  strange  that 
a  man  of  your  abilities  should  perceive  nothing  of  my 
mistaking  the  question,  when  you  first  answered  the  Que- 
ries ;  but  should  be  forced  to  learn  this,  at  length,  of  the 
Modest  Pleader,  from  whom  you  have  been  contei*  to 
echo  it.  Though  my  abilities  are  very  slender,  yet  this 
mean  suggestion  will  hardly  find  credit,  evep  among  the 
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lowest  readers  that  can  at  all  distinguish  between  a  pro* 
balle  untruth,  and  one  that  is  plainly  romantic.  When 
you  are  again  disposed  to  abuse  an  adversary y  do  it  a  littlei 
more  artfully  ;  if  without  any  truths  yet  with  a  little  dis^ 
cretion.  But  I  excuse  you  for  being  misled  by  a  third 
person,  who  was  too  wise  to  set  his  name.  As  to  the 
question,  I  have  not  mistook  it,  but  have  kept  close  to  it  • 
while  the  Doctor  and  you  have  been  either  industriously 
disguising  it,  or  unfairly  running  from  it.  You  might 
think  it  sufficient,  if  your  shifting  and  shuffling  in  so  mo- 
mentous a  controversy  (which  plain  and  honest  men,  on 
either  side,  can  but  hardly  excuse)  be  passed  over  as 
tolerable ;  or  may  but  admit  of  any  candid  and  plausible 
colour,  from  the  circumstances  you  are  under.  It  be- 
comes you  not,  in  the  mean  time,  so  magisterially  to  cor- 
rect others  for  stating  the  question  rights  and  as  it  ought 
to  be  stated.  Had  you  but  had  the  courage  and  spirit  of 
your  friend  Mr.  Whiston,  I  doubt  not  but  you  yourself 
would  have  stated  the  question  as  he,  and  I,  and  all  men 
of  sense  and  undisguised  ingenuity  have  ever  done.  But 
enough  of  this. 

You  were  here  to  clear  Dr.  Clarke's  doctrine  of  the 
charge  of  three  Gods.  You  first  observe,  that  the  word 
God  no  where  in  Scripture  denotes  the  Holy  Ghost.  Well 
then,  you  will  throw  him  out  from  being  God,  and  reduce 
the  number  to  two :  though,  when  I  wrote  before,  I  ima- 
gined Dr.  Clarke  and  you  had  admitted  the  Holy  Ghost  to 
be  God;  and  th6  rather,  because  I  never  heard  that  yOu 
had  retracted  your  subscriptiony  or  would  scruple  to  repeat 
it.  But  not  to  press  you  farther  on  so  tender  a  point ; 
how  get  you  off  from  asserting  two  Gods,  the  Father  and 
the  Son?  You  have  nothing  to  say,  but  repeating  and 
trifling :  let  us  go  to  another  point. 

You  are  next  to  retort  the  charge  of  Tritheisrh  updii' 
me:  which  I  have  answered  more  than  once,  and  need 
not  do  it  again.  Dr.  Clarke's  scheme,  you  say,  is  ea- 
sily expressed  in  the  very  words  of  Scripture.  But  had 
the  Doctor  gone  no  farther  than  Scripture^  his   scheme 
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could  never  have  been  expressed  at  all.  Only,  since  he 
has  told  you  where,  and  how,  to  understand  self- existent j 
and  where  to  exclude  it;  now  yoii  pretend  his  scheme 
may  be  expressed  in  Scripture  words.  Do  you  imagine 
that  I  cannot  as  easily,  or  more  easily,  find  Scripture  words 
for  mine  ?  But  this  is  trifling.  Why  have  you  not  laid 
down  your  doctrine  in  Scripture  words,  that  I  might  com- 
pare it  with  the  Doctor's  propositions,  to  see  how  far  they 
exceed  or  come  short  ?  I  may  here  dismiss  the  Modest 
Pleader,  who  is  set  in  the  front,  and  is  not  answering  my 
Defence,  but  my  Queries :  which  you  had  done  before, 
and,  I  think>  more  to  the  purpose ;  I  am  sure  more  inge^ 
nuGusly  and  frankly ^  and  more  like  a  lover  of  truth.  I 
have  reason  to  complain  of  your  not  digesting  your  book 
better,  and  not  throwing  your  disjointed  materials  into  a 
more  neat  and  regular  order,  after  you  had  so  long  time 
for  the  compiling.  For  when  sometimes  1  thought  a  point 
had  been  discussed,  and  we  were  to  have  no  more  of  it,  in 
that  Query  at  least ;  as  I  go  on  some  pages  forwards, 
there,  I  observe,  I  am  to  discuss  the  same  things  again  ; 
which  gives  me  some  trouble,  and  must  create  confusion 
in  the  reader. 

The  Modest  Pleader,  I  perceive,  draws  off  in  p.  436. 
and  now  I  am  to  engage  a  new  man,  whom  I  will  suppose 
to  be  the  man  I  am  writing  to.  You  need  say  no  more 
about  the  charge  of  three  Gods,  or  two  Gods:  I  under- 
stand you  very  fully,  that  the  Father  is  one  God,  as  being 
necessarily  existing;  the  Son  another  God  infinitely  inferior, 
of  the  Father's  appointing.  Strain  no  more  for  apologies  : 
the  thing  is  out,  though  long  a  bringing  forth ;  and  now 
our  dispute  will  run  clear.  Here  is  very  little  of  moment 
occurring  but  what  has  been  answered.  You  have  a  few 
quibbles  in  p.  438.  which  are  all  abundantly  answered  in 
my  Defence'.  You  object  Bishop  Pearson  to  me  agdnst 
my  saying,  that  the  word  God  is  sometimes  taken  per^ 
sonally  and  sometimes  essentially.    And  what  says  Bishop 

'  Vol.  L  p.  246,  247. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qu.  XXIII.       OF  dOME  QUERIES.  409 

Pearson?  I  have  a  great  respect  for  his  memory.  He 
says,  the  word  God  in  the  Apoatles'  Creed  is  not  taken 
essentially :  so  say  I  too.  Nor  is  it  taken  essentially ^  but 
personally y  in  the  Nicene  Creed.  Therefore  what  ?  there- 
fore it  is  never  taken  otherwise :  that  is  your  consequence, 
when  you  can  make  any  consequence  of  it.  It  is  the  old 
Valentinian  distinction,  you  observe.  I  am  glad  it  is  so 
old  however:  those  heretics  sometimes  borrowed  good 
things  from  the  Church  ;  though  they  happened  to  spoil 
them  in  the  use.  But,  if  you  look  again  into  TertuHian, 
you  will  find  that  Valentinian  distinction  to  be  nothing 
akin  to  ours,  except  it  be  in  the  name. 

In  page  439,  you  are  finding  I  know  not  what  perplexi- 
ties in  a  very  easy  thing;  which  I  have  accounted  for 
twice  already  in  print s.  Intelligent  agent y  being  only  two 
adjectives,  is  to  be  understood  according  to  the  subject  to 
which  the  attributes  are  applied.  Put  the  words  to  sub- 
stance,  and  then  we  have  intelligent  agent  substance,  whe- 
ther in  person  or  persons.  If  the  substance  be  thus  or  thus 
circumstantiated,  (as  explained  above,)  intelligent  agent 
substance  may  be  a  single  person  5  if  otherwise,  it  may  be 
more  persons :  so  that  intelligent  agent  is  different  in  sense 
and  meaning,  according  as  it  may  be  differently  applied. 
What  you  repeat  about  a  principle  of  individuation,  and 
your  farther  speculations  thereupon,  have  been  sufficiently 
obviated;  or  have  nothing  contradictory  to  any  thing  I 
assert.  I  allow  that  three  stands  for  three,  and  three  sub' 
stances  for  three  substances,  and  three  Gods  for  three  Gods. 
What  is  all  this  to  me  ?  I  do  not  assert  that  three  stands 
for  more  or  less  than  three ;  nor  that  three  substances, 
but  that  three  Persons  (who  are  not  three  substances)  are 
one  substance;  nor  that  three  Gods,  but  three  Persons 
(who  are  not  three  Gods)  are  one  God,  What  you  say  of 
Sabellius  (p.  44a.)  has  been  answered  above.  And  what 
you  say  of  the  Church's  holding  *^  one  and  the  same  indi- 


»  Preface  to  Sermons,  vol.  U,    Supplement  to  the  Case  of  Arian  Subscrip- 
tion, vol.  ii.  p.  364, 
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*^  vidual  identical  whole  substance,''  affects  not  me,  whb 
never  express  my  notion  in  such  uncouth  terms.  The  same 
undivided  substance  is  what  I  hold  and  maintain  in  oppo- 
sition both  to  substances  and  to  the  Sabellian  notion  of  one 
Hypostasis^  nominally ^  and  not  really  distinguished. 

Origen's  account  of  the  Sabellian  notion  is  very  distinct 
and  accurate,  as  I  before  observed,  viz,  that  the  Father 
and  Son  were  owe,  not  in  essence  ow/y,  (or  substance,)  hut 
in  subject^  (or  suppositum^)  being  called  Father  and  Son 
under  different  considerations^  not  really  or  personally  dis- 
tinguished ^  This  is  a  just  account  of  Origen's  sense  in 
that  passage.  And  it  is  observable,  that  the  Noetians  of 
that  time  would  not  have  been  blamed  for  supposing  the 
Father  and  Son  to  be  ev  wcr/a,  one  in  essence,  (or  what  we 
call  one  in  substance,)  had  they  not  carried  the  union  so 
high  as  to  make  one  suppositum,  or  what  we  now  call  oiie 
Person,  of  both,  without  any  real  distinction.  Your  account 
of  it  is  very  little  different  from  mine  :  only  you  are  fond 
of  the  phrase,  single  existent  substance,  which  serves  you 
to  play  with,  and  you  know  not  what  you  mean  by  it. 
l)o  but  define  what  a  single  content  substance  is,  and  I  will 
soon  tell  you  whether  the  name  belongs  to  every  single 
person,  or  to  all  together. 

Undivided  substance,  in  three  Persons,  you  say,  makes 
three  substances.  How  do  you  prove  it  ?  1  have  often  told 
you  that  Dr.  Clarke  and  you  will  not  admit  this  kind  of 
reasoning  in  another  case,  for  fear  of  dividing  the  divine 
substance  into  numberless  substances.  If  you  can  admit 
substance  and  substance,  nay,  this  substance  and  /Aa/  sub- 
stance, where  there  are  no  substances;  why  do  you  deal 
thus  unequally  with  others  ?  You  must  allow  that  union 
h  enough  to  constitute  sameness,  without  making  either 
complex  or  compound  substance :  otherwise  you  make  a 
complex  or  compound  substance  of  God.  Since  therefore 
the  same,  or  equal  difficulties  bear  upon  both,  be  so  fair 

'  Mh  hafi^M  v^  ttftB/if  riv  uin  r»u  vrmr^iff  mXX*  h  oil  fMft  •vwtf  itXXm  xau 
v^ctiu/nitf  rvy;^^90>r»f  m/np^ri^uff,  uarA  ritms  \vn»'M(y  •i  xk'/  ^Urmftv,  Ai- 
yif^m  r«ri^«  tuu  i/io.     Orig:  Com*  in  Joh,  p.  186. 
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and  so  candid,  as  to  condemn  or  to  acquit  both.  As  to  the 
sense  of  Hypostasis^  I  have  delivered  my  mind  above. 

You  bring  in  a  long  detail  of  the  sense  of  od^ia  and 
xm6(rroLfriij  in  which  I  am  very  little  concerned;  having: 
never  pretended  that  Hypostasis,  or  Person^  does  not  imply 
substance^  or  signify  substance.  Only,  in  Divinisj  a  person 
is  not  separate  substance^  nor,  consequently,  more  persons 
more  substances :  so  that  what  you  have  to  say  in  the  fol- 
lowing pages  is  mostly  wide  and  foreign.  I  may  just 
throw  a  few  strictures  upon  your  account,  as  I  pass  along, 
*TwoVra<rij,  you  say,  signifies  singular  identical  substance^ 
Now,  because  you  often  speak  of  singular  identical  sub' 
stance,  as  if  you  really  understood  what  you  are  talking 
about;  let  us  stop  awhile,  and  examine  what  you  mean  by 
it.  I  conceive,  you  mean  just  as  much  substance  as  you 
take  into  your  thoughts  at  once,  considering  it  as  one. 
You  have  brought  the  divine  substance  under  extension  p 
and  so  give  me  leave  to  question  you  a  little  upon  that 
head,  in  a  style  proper  to  your  notion.  You  can  conceive, 
in  your  thoughts,  as  much  of  that  substance  as  is  com- 
mensurate,  suppose,  to  the  sun :  pray,  tell  me,  if  this  be 
not  a  singular  identical  substance,  in  your  own  way  of 
reasoning.  Consider  only  half  of  that ;  and  then  there  is 
another  singular  identical  substafice.  Divide  into  quarters; 
and  then  you  have  four  singular  identical  substances.  And 
as  every  thing  extended  is  (as  our  mathematicians  tell  us) 
tTifinitely  divisible  ;  there  will  be  as  many  singular  identical 
substances  as  you  are  pleased  to  conceive  divisible  parts. 
Do  I  misrepresent  you  ?  Or  are  none  of  those  parts  sin- 
gular  identical  substances,  but  all  one  singular  identical 
substance P  What  is  the  reason  of  it?  Is  it  not  that 
union  makes  sameness,  all  real  sameness  P  You  must  say 
so :  otherwise,  upon  your  principles,  I  will  demonstrate 
that  there  is  not  a  singular  identical  substance  in  the  worlds 
the  least  imaginable  same  being  still  farther  divisible,  in 
oonception,  infinitely.  What  use  you  will  now  make  of 
singular  identical  substances,  I  know  not :  but  this  I  know, 
that  you  can  never  oblige  me  to  admit  two  undivided 
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inseparable  persons  to  be  two  singular  identical  sub* 
stances,  till  you  divide  the  divine  substance  (as  you  con- 
ceive it)  into  as  many  singular  identical  substances  as  there 
are  conceivable  parts.  Having  given  this  hint  of  the 
fruitlessness  of  the  pains  you  are  taking  about  Hypostasis^ 
I  may  now  ask,  is  this  the  doctrine  Christ  came  to  teach, 
that  three  divine  Persons  must  be  three  singular  identical 
substances?  But  to  proceed.  I  forgot  to  ask  you,  whe- 
ther any  two  parts  of  the  divine  substance,  in  your  way 
of  thinking,  are  oyLOoiaiay  or  Taurooutria,  or  fji,ovoowrM}  I 
know  they  must  be  una  suhstantiOj  though  either  of  them 
is  singular  identical  substance^  distinct  by  itself,  and  this 
is  not  that.  I  believe  you  would  be  more  puzzled  about 
the  use  of  terms,  in  that  case,  than  ever  were  the  Fathers 
in  respect  of  the  Trinity. 

What  I  intend  by  all  I  have  here  said,  is  to  make  you 
at  length  sensible  of  two  things,  about  which  you  have 
been  hitherto  very  slow  and  unperceiving. 

I.  That  a  man  may  have  a  very  clear  and  full  notion  of 
an  union  and  a  distinction^  and  yet  be  very  much  puzzled 
about  the  names  whereby  they  should  be  called. 

a.  That  the  metaphysical  objections  wherewith  you 
have  been  endeavouring  to  clog  the  Catholic  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity,  (about  specijicy  numerical,  individual,  identic 
cat,  and  the  like,)  are  not  so  much  owing  to  any  diffi- 
culty there  is  in  the  conception  of  the  doctrine,  (which 
was  a  plain  thing  long  before  ever, those  words  came  in, 
^nd  still  is  so,)  but  to  the  difficulty  of  fixing,  defining, 
settling,  in  all  cases,  what  those  several  words,  names,  or 
phrases,  shall  import.     But  I  proceed. 

Instead  of  amusing  your  reader  with  a  long  detail  of 
the  use  of  oiktIol  and  vTroaraa-ig,  such  as  the  learned  will 
despise,  and  the  unlearned  will  not  edify  by ;  it  were 
better  to  have  endeavoured  to  give  him  a  distinct  idea  of 
what  the  ancients  meant  by  one  Hypostasis,  or  three  Hypo- 
stases. That  I  may  say  something  which  may  be  useful  to 
common  readers,  the  case  Kes  thus :  The  faith  of  the 
Church  all  along  was  in  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost, 
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one  God,  into  which  they  were  baptized*  The  Father 
was  not  the  Son,  nor  the  Son  the  Father,  nor  the  Holy 
Ghost  either  of  the  other.  This  was  the  common  faith 
of  the  Church  before  either  person  or  substance  was 
talked  of.  - 

In  Justin  "Martyr's  time,  we  find,  that  nothing  was  to 
be  worshipped  but  God;  that  these  three,  Father,  Son, 
and  Holy  Ghost,  Were  all  worshipped^  yet  not  as  three 
Gods;  that  they  were  believed  to  be  really  distinct,  and 
not  nominally  only :  but  the  distinction  was  not  expressed 
by  persons,  nor  the  union  hy  substance;  nor  does  it  ap- 
pear that  the  word  Trinity  was  yet  applied  to  this  case. 

In .  Athenagoras,  we  find  plain  mention  made  of  the 
u?iion  and  distinction  o£  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost ; 
but  still  nothing  of  persons  and  substance. 

Theophilus,  of  the  same  age,  about  the  year  180,  is 
the  first  writer  extant  that  expressly  gives  them  tl>e  name 
of  Trinity.  But  still  persons  and  substance  were  not  men^ 
tioned. 

But  upon  the'  disputes  raised  by  Praxeas,  Noetus,  and 
Sabellius",  (one  after  another,)  it  by  degrees  grew  int^ 
common  use  to  express  the  distinction  by  persons,  and  the 
unity  by  one  substance.  I  know  not  whether  Clemens  of 
Alexandria  may  be  reckoned  the  first  wrher  extant  that 
expressly  has  the  name  of  one  substance  (jctovaSix^  ov(ria) 
applied  in  this  case.  It  is  certain  Tertullian  has  it,  and 
persons  too.     And  this  became  the  usual  way  of  express-* 

*  Facundus  Hermianensis  is  a  little  mistaken,  when  he  confines  it  to  the 
times  ofSabellius :  but  if  we  understand  him  of  Sabellius,  and  his  predeces- 
sors, NoStus  and  Praxeas,  his  observation  is  just.    His  words  are : 

Nam  sic  Ecclesia  Christi,  etiam  cum  necdum  ad  distinctionem  Patris,  et 
Filii,  et  Spiritus  Sancti,  uteretur  nomine  Persome,  Tres  credidit,  et  pnedi- 
caTit,  Palrem,  et  Filium,  et  Spiritum  Sanctum,— Per.fonarum  autem  nomen 
Bon  nisi  cum  Sabellius  impugnaret  £cclesiam,  necessario  in  usum  prsedica- 
tionis  assumptum  est ;  ut  qui  semper  tres  credit!  sunt,  et  vocati,  Pater,  et 
FUius,  et  Spiritus  Sanctus,  uno  quoque  simul  et  communi  Personarum  no- 
mine vocarentur.  Deinde  etiam  et  suhsistenticB  dictae  sunt,  quoniam  Ecde- 
sie  placuit,  ad  significandam  Trinitatem,  et  hoc  nomen  distinctioni  personali 
tribuere.     Fiicun,  Herm,  lib.  i.  p.  8. 

See  what  I  have  said  above,  p.  201. 
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ing  what  had  been  all  along  believed  and  professed, 
though  under  other  terms.  The  Sabellians  (by  which  I 
mean  all  of  Sabellian  principles)  charged  the  Catholics 
with  three  Gods,  and  thereby  first  gave  occasion  to  the 
Church  to  make  use  of  the  word  Person:  for  their  an- 
swer was,  that  they  did  not  profess  two  Godsj  or  ihree 
Godsy  but  oiie  God  and  two  Persons^  or  three  Petsons^. 

There  being  in  the  Trinity  a  distinction  and  an  union^ 
there  would  naturally  arise  some  difference  about  the  use 
of  several  terms,  to  be  either  plurally  or  si$igularly  predi- 
cated, according  as  the  intent  might  be  to  speak  of  the 
Persons  as  distinguished  into  three,  or  as  united  m  one 
God.    The  same  names  either  plurally  or  singularly  pre- 
'dicated  sometimes  served  to  express  both  the  distinction 
and  union.     Gregory  Nazianzen  calls  them  Lights  and 
Light,  that  is,  three  Lights^  and  yet  but  07ie  Light ;  and 
so  three  Lives,  and  yet  but  one  Life;  three  Goods,  and  yet 
but  owe  Good;  three  Glories,  and  yet  but  one  Glory  ;  the 
mind  conceiving  the  three  as  distinct,  though  in  them- 
selves united  and  inseparable  y.     All  the  care  to  be  taken 
in  these  cases  was,  not  to  make  the  distinction  too  wide 
by  the  ptlunai  .expressions,  nor  the  unity  too  close  by  the 
singular  :  and  the  disputes  that  arose  in  this  case  were 
from  men's  different  apprehensions  about   this  or  that 
phrase,  or  expression,  as  being  liable  to  abuse  one  way  or 
other.     Three  Spirits  was  a  phrase  generally  thought  to 
-carry  the  distinction  too  fari  and  therefore  one  Spirit  be- 
came the  more  common  language;  though  even  Jerome 
himself  has  been  thought  to  have  used  the  phrase  of  three 
Spirits^. 

But  the  greatest  debate  of  all  was  about  three  Hyposta- 

«  See  Hippolytus  contr.  NoSt.  and  Tertull.  adv.  Prax. 

txnrrov  en  B^u^ijrai  fitovov,  rou  vov  ^^ea^i^wrts  ret  a^ei^tffret.      Or  at.  xiii.  p.  211. 

*  Tres  Spiritus  nominatos  breviter  ostendam. Prineipalem  iS^inriium 

Patrem  appellat :  quia  Rlius  ex  Patre,  ct  non  Pater  ex  Filio.    S^nriium  ao- 

tem  rectum,  veiitatis  atque  justitise,  Chriatom  Dominnm  signifieat ^Por- 

ro  Spiritum  Sanctum  aperto  nomine  vocat.     Hieron.  in  Galat.  torn.  iv. 
cap.  14.  p.  168. 
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seSf  begun  at  Antioch.  The  Arians  had  used  the  phrase 
to  signify  three  substances,  understanding  them  to  be  dif^ 
ferent  tJi  kind,  (as  gold,  silver,  brass,)  and  separate  from 
each  other.  Again,  the  Sabellians  had  made  use  of  one 
Hypostasis,  to  signify  one  substance  in  such  a  sense  as  left 
no  real  distinction,  but  nominal  only.  Here  was  there- 
fore danger  on  either  side;  either  of  dividing  the  sub* 
stance  by  making  three  Hypostases,  or  of  confounding  the 
Persons  by  making  one.  This  difference  was  at  length 
compromised,  (A.  D.  36a.)  in  a  synod  at  Alexandria, 
where  Athanasius  presided :  either  manner  of  expression 
was  left  indifferent,  so  long  as  they  agreed  in  one  common 
£giitb,  meaning  both  the  same  thing,  under  different  terms. 
So  that  ft/a  trtroa-TOKTis  or  Tgsi$  (nroa-Ticru^  might  be  asserted, 
in  tike  manner  as  poos  or  pwra,  the  same  word  plurally 
predicated  to  express  the  distinction,  and  also  singularly 
to  express  the  Union  ;  the  plural  being  equivalent  to  three 
Persons,  the  singular  to  Qn£  God:  for  that  was  all  the  an- 
cients intended,  never  to  make  the  Persons  one,  nor  the 
Godhead  many. 

The  Latins  *  could  hardly  bear  the  phrase  of  tres  sub- 

stanticB :  it  seemed  to  carry  more  in  it  than  the  Greeks' 

three  Hypostases.    It  was  understood  to  mean  either  three 

substances,  (that  is,  a  division  of  substance^)  or  three  dif- 

ferent  kinds   of  substance;   neither  of  which  could  be 

•  £t  quisquam,  Togo,  Ore  sacrilego  tres  substantms  prsedicabit  ?  Hieron, 
Up,  ad  Damas.  torn.  W.  p.  20. 

Sab  nomine  CatholiciB  fidei,  impia  rerba  defendant;  dicentes,  t^^es  esse 
substantias,  cum  semper  Catholica  fides  unam  substantiam  Potris  et  Filii  et 
Spiritus  Sancti  confessa  sit.    FausHn,  Fid.  Theodos.  Missa. 

Quia  nostra  loquendi  consuetude  jam  obtinuit,  ut  hoc  intelligatur  cum  di- 
dmua  ««#^n/iam  quod  inbelligitur  cum  dicimus  substantiam;  nou  audemu» 
dlcere  unam  essentiam,  tres  substantias,  sed  unam  essentiam,  vel  substan- 
iiam,  tres  autem  Personas,.   Jugust.  Trin,  lib.  v.  c.  9.  p.  838. 

Sunt  iria  quadam  coetema,  consubstantialia,  ooessentialia.  Sed  cum 
qtittreretur  a  patribus,  ut  dicerctur,  Quid  tria;  nee  essentias,  nee  substan- 
tias, nee  naturae  dicere  ausi  sunt;  ne  aliqua  forte  diversitas  crederetur 
essentianim,  aut  naturarum,  aut  substantiarum :  sed  dixerunt  tres  Perso- 
nasy  unam  esientiam  ;  ut  una  essentia  declararet  Deum  umim,  tres  autem 
Persqnss  Sanetam  Trinitatem  ostenderent  Putgent,  4^  TVm.  cap.  lii. 
p.  330. 
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borne :  and  therefore  una  substantia  became  the  common 
language;  but  so  that  the  real  distinction  between  Fa- 
ther, Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  was  kept  up,  to  guard  against 
Sabellianism.  Indeed  aA\2ivy  n^ei' tres  suhstantice^  i  and 
so,  no  doubt,  did  some  other  Latins  who  were  zealous 
Catholics :  but  then  they  intended  no  difference  in  the 
kind  of  sulstancej  nor  any  division  in  the  same  kind< 
which  secured  the  true  Catholic  notion ;  and  the  offence 
lay  only  in  the  expression.  In  short,  the  main  thing  they 
intended  in  all  was,  that  the  three  Persons  were  really , 
and  more  than  nominally  distinct,  and  all  but  one  God. 
And  they  admitted  several  ways  of  expressing  the  dis- 
tinciiony  or  uniouj  in  such  modes  of  speech  as  were 
thought  most  proper  to  it.  Provided  both  a  real  dis- 
tinction, a  real  Trinity  were  kept  up,  and  at  the  same 
time  an  unity  of  Godhead;  the  rest  amounted  only  to  a 
verbal  dispute,  or  strife  about  words. 

I  may  here  remark,  that  Basil,  Nazianzen,  Austin,  and 
others,  blame  the  scantiness  of  the  Latin  tongue,  as  being 
the  sole  reason  of  the  perplexity  of  the  Latins,  in  relation 
to  the  phrase  of  tres  substafitice.  Yet  we  find,  that  for  a 
long  season  the  phrase  of  rpelg  uxoorao-si^  was  almost  as 
much  a  bone  of  contention  among  the  Greeks,  as  tres 
substanticB  among  the  Latins ;  and  that  it  was  with  great 
difficulty  that  it  at  length  prevailed,  and  became  the  com- 
mon language  ^i  as  it  was  also  with  some  difficulty  that 
the  other  way  of  speakifig,  viz.  una  substantia^  obtained 
among  the  Latins.  The  true  ground  of  all  was  this,  that 
both  Greeks  and  Latins  wanted  a  phrase  to  express  sub- 
stance considered  as  united ,  but  distinguished  at  the  same 
time.    Three  substances  (whether  uwoo-rao-gij  pr  substantive) 


^  Idcirco  tres  substantias  ^sse  dixerunt,  subsistentium  Personas  per  sub^ 
stantias  edocentes,  noa  substantiam  Patris  et  Filii  diversitate  dissimiUs 
essentuB  separantes.    Hilar,  de  Synod,  p.  1170. 

«  Quamobrem  gratis  Basilius  Romanis  objiciebat,  quod  cum  nominum 
Gneoorum  vim  ignorarent,  illarum  duarum  vocum  significationem  oonfunde* 
cent^  quandoquidem  alii  e  Grscis  native  patriseque  linguse  non  ignari  pror- 
su&y  earum  discrimen  non  satis  intelligebaut.    Le  Quien  Panopl.  p.  28.  . 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qa.  XXIII.     OF  SOME  QUERIES.  417 

expressed,  ordinarily,  three  divided  substances;  and  the 
latter,  three  of  different  kinds  :  what  therefore  could  they 
invent  to  express  three  things  {tres  res,  or  tria)  real  and 
substantial,  but  undivided  P  Here  lay  the  pinch  of  the 
difficulty.  Substantia  de  substantia  expressed  it  tolerably 
well ;  like  as  Lumen  de  lumine^  and  Deus  de  Deo :  but  still 
what  were  they  to  put  to  the  word  three^  in  the  plura} 
way  of  predication  ?  Persons  P  But  Sabellius  had  wrested 
and  depraved  the  sense  of  the  word  person  to  an  anxbtgu* 
ous  or  sinister  meaning.  Substances  ?  But  that  was  also 
liable  to  misconstruction,  and  to  be  perverted  to  another 
extreme.  However,  the  Greek  ^oariaei^y  by  degrees,  ob- 
iakied  to  signify  the  same  as  irpoa-coircc  ivrnroarotroc.  And  so 
long  as  no  division  be  understood,  the  phrase  may  serve 
very  well:  and  so  perhaps  might  the  Latin  substantias, 
had  not  custom  carried  it  the  other  way.  The  Latins 
have  since  invented  ires  subsistentice^  tria  supposita^  in* 
stead  of  tres  substantive;  though  the  very  Schoolmen  have 
not  scrupled  tres  substantia,  with  the  addition  of  income 
mumcabilesy  or  relative  \  to  intimate  that  the  Persons  are 
not  divided  substances,  but  that  they  are  united,  and  de- 
pending on  each  other,  relative  as  to  existence,  so  that 
one  cannot  be  without  the  other,  or  separate  from  the 
other :  under  which  cautions  they  can  admit  tres  suhstan- 
tUB,  and  yet  una  substantia  in  all ;  like  as  tres  res,  though 
all  together  una  summa  res.  The  truth  is,  every  Person  is 
sub$tanc€,  (but  not  properly  a  substance,)  substance  in  union 
with  substance,  and  not  divided :  a  thing  easy  to  be  un- 
derstood, but  not  easy  to  be  expressed.     You  would  find 

*  "E^t  sequivocum  substantuB  nomen,  et  8»p«  significat  essentiam Pot- 
est etiaip  significtire  suppositum ;  et  maxime  si  ^ddatur  prima  substantia, 
quia  suppositum  maxime  per  se  subsistit.  Unde  in  bac  significatione  admitti 
possunt  tres  substantiee  in  Deo,  non  vero  in  priori.  Et  propter  banc  ^quivo- 
catiODcm  yitandam,  miilti  ex  antiquis  patribus  ncgarunt  banc  looitionem^ 
ne  ^erentur  cum  Arip  sentire,  qui  essentias  in  Tnnitate  multiplicabat — et 
ita  p.  Tbomas  dicit  juxta  consuetudinem  £cclesi8e  non  esse  absolute  dicen- 
das  tres  substantias;  addendo  vero  aliquid,  quod  determinet  significafdoneni, 

did  posse ut  tres  substantia  incommunicabiles,  seu  relative,    Suarez» 

Metaph.  Disp.  xxzir.  Bee  1.  n.  6.  p.  177. 

VOL.  III.  E  e 


Digitized  by 


Google 


4i8         A  SECOND  DEFENCE       Qu.  xxiii. 

the  like  difficulty  in  expressing  the  parts  of  the  divine 
substance^  in  your  hypothesis  of  extension.  You  cannot 
but  admit  that  every  part  is  suhstancej  (substance  it  must 
be,  or  nothing,)  and  yet  because  of  their  inseparable 
union,  and  their  making  one  substance  in  the  whole ;  you 
would  not  dare  to  call  one  part  a  substaiicej  or  several 
parts  several  substances.  This  I  again  intimate,  that  you 
may  not  be  too  severe  upon  others,  merely  about  a  mode 
of  expression^  (which  is  all  the  case,)  whei^  in  a  parallel 
instance,  the  objection  may  be  as  strongly  retorted  upon 
yourselves.  You  admit  substance  and  substance^  where 
you  think  it  not  proper  to  say  substances :  and  if  you  had 
not,  yet  you  could  never  be  able  to  show  that  substance 
and  substance,  considered  in  union,  must  always  make 
substcmces.  Yet  a  great  part  of  what  you  have  been  en- 
deavouring under  this  Query,  as  well  as  what  Dr.  Whit- 
by has  urged  in  the  Second  Part  of  his  Reply,  is  founded 
chiefly  upon  a  precarious,  nay  false  supposition,  that,  if 
every  person  be  substance,  three  persons  must  be  three 
substances,  and  cannot  be  one  substance.    Now  to  return. 

I  must  here  take  notice  of  a  passage  of  Gregory 
Nazianzen,  produced  first  by  Mr.  Whiston^  with  great 
pomp,  as  making  some  notable  discovery ;  and  now  by 
you,  I  suppose,  for  the  like  purpose.  What  Mr.  Whis- 
ton  professedly  (and  you  covertly)  intends  from  that  pas- 
sage is,  that  Athanasius  was  the  first  inventor  or  teacher 
of  the  divinity,  consubstantiality,  coequaltty,  and  coeiemity 
of  the  Holy  Spirit.  This  would  be  a  great  discovery  in- 
deed, had  Gregory  Nazianzen  really  said  it. 

But  before  we  come  to  the  remarkable  passage,  it  will 
be  proper  to  inform  the  reader  what  Gregory  had  been 
saying  before,  and  how  this  sentence,  which  I  shall  pre- 
sently produce  at  length,  came  in.  The  oration  is  a  pa- 
negyric upon  Athanasius ;  wherein  he  runs  through  the 
most  remarkable  incidents  of  his  life  :  his  sufferings  and 
his  services,  his  great  prudence,  fervent  zeal,  and  un-» 

•  Whiston's  Reply  to  Lord  Nottingfaam,  Add.  p.  92. 
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daunted  courage  in  the  cause  of  Christ.  He  observes 
how  Athanasius  ^,  even  in  his  younger  years,  before  the 
Nicene  Council,  had  very  just  and  accurate  notions  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity ;  keeping  a  mean  between  the  ex- 
treme of  Sabellius  (who  had  too  much  contracted  the 
Godhead  by  confounding  the  distinction)  and  the  other 
extreme  of  Arius,  who  had  divided  the  Godhead  into  se- 
parate Deities.  He  describes  afterwards  the  many  diffi- 
culties Athanasius  met  with,  raised  by  the  hatred  and 
enmity  of  the  Arians :  particularly  in  the  year  356,  in  the 
reign  of  Constantius,  when  Gregory  the  Arian  was  put 
into  the  see  of  Alexandria,  and  Athanasius  forced  to  flee 
for  his  life.  Then  were  the  churches  put  into  the  hands 
of  the  Arians:  who  having  the  secular  power  on  their 
side,  spared  no  severities ;  but  raged  against  the  Catho- 
lics with  all  imaginable  cruelties.  Then  it  was,  especially 
about  the  year  359,  that  the  ancient  and  ,pious  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity  (as  Nazianzen  s  says)  was  dissolved  and  de- 
stroyed: and  Arianism^  unscriptural  Arianism,  brought 
in,  in  its  room.  Many  who  were  in  their  hearts  true 
friends  to  the  ancient  doctrine,  yet  complied  too  far  with 
the  Arian  confessions  ^ ;  which,  Nazianzen  says,  he  had 
often  lamented  with  tears.  And  such  was  the  violence  of 
the  persecution^  that,  excepting  some  few  men  that  stood 
out,  and  others  whose  station  was  so  low  as  to  make 
them  be  overlooked,  all  yielded  to  the  times;  induced 
thereto  either  by  fear  or  by  interest,  or  else  ignorantly 
circumvented  by  fraud.  During  these  storms,  and  in  the 
/nidst  of  so  general  an  apostasy,  Athanasius  stood  firm 
and  unmoved ;  the  main  support  of  the  true  ancient  faith. 
In  361,  Constantius,  who  had  been  the  strength  of  the 
Arians,  dies :  and  a  worse  than  he,  Julian  the  apostate 
emperor,  succeeds.  Here  was  some  peace  to  the  Church, 
but  it  was  yet  miserably  distracted  with  heresies,  with 
variety  of  sects  and  parties,  tearing  one  another.     In  363, 

'  Greg.  Nai.  Orat  xxi.  p.  380, 381. 

Greg.  Naz.  p.  386.  ^  Ibid.  p.  387. 
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Jvlian  beii^  slain^  Jovian  succeeded :  still  things  were  in 
confusion  as  to  the  state  of  the  Church.  The  Arians,  in 
gome  places^  were  many  and  powerful,  aiwl  had  been 
endeavouring,  very  early,  to  stir  up  the  Emperor  Joviim 
against  Atbanasius  and  all  his  adherents.  At  this  critical 
time,  in  the  midst  of  danger,  that  great  and  good  man  was 
not  afraid  to  preach  the  truth  boldly,  and  to  propose  it 
open  and  undii^uised  to  the  Emperor  himself  in  wrkkig: 
of  which  noble  instance,  both  of  his  courage  and  constant 
cy,  Nazianzen  thus  speaks. 

'*  And  hcne  particularly  appeared  the  integrity  of  the 
"  man  (Atbanasius)  and  the  iirmness  of  his  firith  in 
"  Christ^  For  when,  of  all  the  other  Christians,  divided 
"  into  three  parts,  many  were  unsound  in  their  faith  con- 
^^  ceming  the  80%  and  more  concerning  the  Holy  Ghost, 
*^  (where  to  be  only  less  impious  was  esteem^  /w>/y,)  and 
'^  but  zfeiv  were  sound  in  both  articles ;  he  was  the  ^rst 
**  and  only  man  (or  however  with  a  very  few)  that  had 
**  the  courage  to  profess  the  truth,  in  writing,  plainly  and 
^*  in  express  words,  the  one  Godhead  and  essence  of  three. 
^^  And  what  many  of  the  Fathers  before  had  been  di- 
*^  vinely  moved  to  confess  in  relation  to  the  Son^  he  was 
**  afterwards  inspired  to  confess  concerning  the  Holy 
•*  Ghost ;  bringing  a  gift  truly  royal  and  magnificent  to 
^^  the  Majesty  Royal,  a  written  faith  in  opposition  to  un^ 
•^  written  novelty  »/* 

Now  what  is  there  in  this  passage  of  Nazianzen  more 
than  this :  that  at  a  time  when  many  had  abandoned  the 
faith,  and  more  had  been  sneakers  and  time-serv^efs,  Atba* 
narius,  with  a  few  adherents,  had  the  courage  to  spe^ 
out  the  truth,  boldly,  without  mincing  it :  and  that  this 

iraXXftly  ^i>  ovTOfv  r*!y  X9tf!t  rov  vtov  itffeHrrovvTtitff  trXttova/t  2it  ra/v  vt^)  vi  znsufue  r» 
&yf9f  iv^m  x»i  r«  nrv^f  ii^tCtt*^  EoaiCtm  ivofiU^n-  ixiyv  %l  raiv  ttmv*  atft^imi^ 
yyMt9»*r9f*  vgiro^  nmi  fcitoSf  r,  Hefuif  ffuv  ixiyoiff  m^TtXfAf  Tffv  ffX«3«M(v  0'»p«i$ 
tUTa/gi  tuii  haff^ttv^  rin  r^tmn  ftieiv  B-tirnTa  xai  tl/ffietf  iyy^ei^vg  cf€oX«yn9'»S*  '"^ 

&yio»  vHUfitcTts  »uT6s  Ifimtv^Btif  va-rt^df^  &c.  Grpg;  Nofoanz,  Orat.  xxi. 
p.  394. 
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brave  resolution  c^  his  was  owing  to  the  Spirit  of  God^ 
mouing  and  inciting  him  to  makeithat  gk)rioQ8  confession 
in  the  face  of  the  world  ?  I  have  translated  ^aplir^  ac- 
oording  to  what  appears  to  me  to  be  the  true  and  fuH 
meaning  of  Nazian^en :  who  in  thii  very  oration  speaks 
of  the  Niccne  Council,  as  called  together  by  the  Holy 
,Ghost  k,  that  is,  moved  and  incited  by  the  Holi/  Spittt  to 
the  resolutions  they  made  against  Arius,  and  his  heresy. 
In  like  manner,  he  supposes  Athanasius  to  have  been 
stirred  up,  by  the  same  Spirit ,  to  make  that  noble  con- 
fession of  the  divimity  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  in  the  like 
expressive  words.  All  this  well  agrees  with  what  Na- 
ziBiiZ&i  had  said  but  a  few  pages  before,  that,  notwith- 
standing the  violence  of  the  pet secution,  there  were  some 
that  had  courage  to  resist,  and  stand  firm }  whom  God 
preserved,  that  there  might  be  still  remaining  some  seed 
.and  root  for  Israel  to  refiourish,  and  take  new  life  by  the 
ir^fluxes  of  the  Holy  Spirit  *• 

That  this  was  all  his^  meaning  may  appear  fatrther, 
from  his  representing  the  doctrine  of  a  coessential  Trinity, 
every  where,  as  ancient  doctrine ;.  and  his  branding  the 
contrary  doctrine  as  novelty j  in  that  very  passage.  Nor 
could  a  man  of  Nazianzen's  good  sense  and  piety  be  so 
riKtieulous  and  silly  as  to  build  his  own  faith  (which  this 
was)  upon  any  supposed  private  inspiration  in  the  fourth 
century,  or  any  century  after  the  Apostles,  or  indeed 
upon  any  thing  but  the  scured  writings.  It  is  certain,  he 
iodced  upon  the  doctrine  of  the  Godhead  of  the  Hoip 
Ghast,  as  one  of  those  truthsy  into  the  knowledge  vvhereof 
the  Apostles  were  led  immediately  after  Christ's  ascen- 
sion n^.  AU  that  was  done  after,  was  the  fixing  it  by  terms 
that  could  not  be  eluded. 

I  must  observe,  that  where  Gregory  Nazianzen  speaks 
of  the  smallnesa  of  the  number  joining  with  Athanasius, 
aqd  adhering  to  the  Nicene  faith ;  some  allowance  must 

k  Greg.  Naz.  Drat.  xid.  p.  381.  *  »  Ibid.  p.  387. 

■»  TtfVTAfy  h  Jmu  9$fM}^«i,  ^  «vr«y  t5  wnvfMtrH  *^»  ^mrny  &c.  Greg,  Naz, 
Orai.  xxxFii.  p.  609. 

Be3 


Digitized  by 


Google 


4fta  A  SECOND  DEFENCE      Qa.  xxin, 

be  made  for  his  oratorical  manner  of  setting  forth  Atha-^ 
nasius's  singular  courage  and  constancy :  or  else  he  must 
be  understood  only  of  the  Christians  of  Alexandria  or 
Constantinople ;  who  had  been^  for  the  generality,  per- 
verted by  the  Arians.  For,  as  to  other  place's,  it  is  cer- 
tain, that  the  Nicene  fwth  was,  at  that  very  time,  pro- 
fessed by  almost  all  the  churches,  all  the.  world  over. 
For  no  sooner  did  the  Catholics  recover  a  little  respite 
from  persecution,  about  the  year  362,  but  they  condemn- 
ed all  that  had  been  done  by  the  Arians  in  the  Council  of 
Ariminumn;  and  professed  their  steady  attachment  to 
the  Nicene  faith.  Athanasius  assures  the  Emperor  Jo- 
vian, in  that  very  year  ^6^,  that  the  Nicene  fdth  was 
universally  received  by  all  the  churches  of  Spain,  Eng- 
land, and  Gaul;  by  all  Italy,  Dalmatia,  Dacia,  Mysia, 
and  Macedonia ;  by  all  Greece  and  Africa,  by  the  islands 
of  Sardinia,  Cyprus,  and  Candia,  by  Pamphylia,  Lycia, 
Isauria,  Egypt,  Libya,  Pontus,  Cappadocia,  and  the 
East ;  that  is,  by  all  the  earth,  excepting  a  small  number 
of  Arians.  He  declares,  that  he  was  assured  of  the  faith 
of  all  those  churches;  and  had  their  letters  by  him  to 
produce  o,  in  testimony  of  it. 

From  hence  I  infer,  that  Nazianzen  is  to  be  understood 
only  of  some  particular  place  at  that  time  overrun  with 
Arianism;  most  probably  Constantinople,  where  Euse- 
bius  of  Nicomedia,  Macedonius,  and  Eudoxius,  had  9u6* 
cessively  held  the  see  for  above  twenty  years ;  and  must 
of  course  have  corrupted  great  numbers:  and  it  is  certain, 
that  by  the  succession  of  Demophilus,  (another  ringleader 
of  the  Arians,)  the  Catholic  interest  in  that  city  was  in  a 
manner  oppressed  and  stifled,  before  Nazianzen  came  thi- 
ther, about  the  year  378. 

To  return.  I  have  nothing  more  to  say  to  your  long 
account  of  Hypostasis,  which  does  not  at  all  a£fect  me : 
when  you  are  once  able  to  iix  and  settle  the  precise  mean- 


<*  See  TiUemont's  Histoiy  of  the  Arians,  sect.  83.  p.  279,  &c. 
®  Athanas.  Epist.  ad  Jovian,  p.  787.' 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Ctx.  xxiii.        OP  SOME  QUERIES.  4,23 

ing  of  individual,  identical  substance,  you  may  then  know 
how  to  oppose  me.  That  person  is  substance,  I  have  always 
cdlowed :  that  substance  and  substance  always  makes  sub- 
stances,  you  cannot  prove  :  or  if  you  could,  you  know 
very  well,  that  the  consequence  bears  as  hard  upon  the 
Doctor  and  you,  as  it  can  upon  me;  since  it  makes  the 
divine  Beings  upon  your  own  principles,  a  compound  of 
innumerable  substances  :  so  that  you  cannot  condemn  my 
way  of  thinking  and  speaking,  but  with  the  shame  of 
self-contradiction,  and  condemning  your  ownselves. 

I  had  told  you  in  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  249.  that  to  say 
the  one  God  is  one  Person  only,  and  the  Father  that  Per- 
son, is  the  essence  of  Sabellianism,  and  the  doctrine  of 
Paul  of  SamosataP.  This  you  call  romantic  history;  which 
I  am  willing  to  excuse,  charitably  believing  you  really 
think  so :  though  had  any  man  well  versed  in  antiquity 
told  me  as  much,  I  must  have  had  a  hard  opinion  of  his 
sincerity.    You  pretend,  that   the  professed  doctrine  of 
those  that  opposed  Paul  of  Samosata,  was,  that  the  "  one 
*^  God  was  the  Father,  by  way  of  eminence."    That  is, 
the  Father  was  eminently  styled  one  God :  not  that  the 
Father  alone  was  the  one  God,  exclusive  of  a  real  Son ; 
as  Sabellius  and  Paul  of  Samosata  taught.    I  have  shown 
you  above,  that  the  Church's  doctrine  was  to  make  both 
one  God :  and  this  was  done  by  the  defenders  of  the  Ca- 
tholic faith,  even  against  the  Praxeans,  No^tians,  and  Sa- 
bellians.  You  add,  that  Paul  of  Samosata,  and  the  Sabel- 
lians,  taught  that  the  "  one  God  was  not  the  Father  only, 
"  but  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost.''     Here  you  are 
playing  with  terms  (whether  ignorantly  or  designedly,  I 
know  not)   to  deceive  the  reader,  in  a  very  plain  case. 
Pray,  what  did  the  Sabellians  mean,  or  Paul  of  Samosata, 
by  making  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  one  God  ?  Just 

Biirnrm         eurot  ^\  d  kiyu  /mvsv  ^i«y  2ik  ri  wnyht  iT*eu  ret  warily  aXXa  ftifot 

tTN^tMrff— — w^tfTtfirMt  h  T69  S<«  tifitm  vif  Xiy^  ^»*'*^9  *^  Hv^^thrw  tm  Has  «» 
•WW  k9'y§9,  \  Epiphan,  de  Paul,  Samosat,  JJtgr,  Ixv.  p.  609. 
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tlie  same  as  if  you  should  style  the  Fakher  Creaidr^  Re- 
deetnery  and  Sanctifierj  and  then  say,  that  the  Creator, 
Redeemer,  and  Sanctifier  are  one  God.  To  the  Ptrsan  of 
the  Father,  the  alone  God,  (according  to  them,)  they  wa« 
pleased  to  apply  two  names  more,  that  of  Son  and  Hohf 
Ghost :  and  so  the  same  one  real  Person^  the  Person  of 
the  Faikery  was  alone,  witk  them,  the  one  God^.  I 
showed  you  this  by  plain  testimonies :  and  now,  where 
is  the  cKfference  between  theih  and  you ;  except  that  they 
made,  the  Person  of  the  Father  the  alone  God,  under  three 
names;  you  make  the  same  one  Person  the  aidne  God, 
under  the  one  name  of  the  self-existent  G€ki^  I  This  I  de- 
monstrated very  distinctly  to  you  in.  my  Defence;  and 
you  take  not  the  least  notice  of  it.  The  reader  will  sus- 
pect you  bad  a  reason  for  dipping  ovet  so  material  a 
point. 

I  retorted  upon  you  your  plea  from  i  Con  viu.  6*  ask- 
ing, how  you  can  make  two  Godsy  in  ccmtradiction  to 

Os^v* fMH  iiveu  ^l  Tov  viov  <ni  Oiv  Ifv^ofetrot,  «XA«  in  alir^  0<^»  &w%^  ofiiXu  ^ 

i  2aCixX/«f»  &c.     £piph.  Hcsr,  Ixv.  p.  698. 

iiV  tfti,  (pnohf  i  •«•)  w4»r«  Qiif,  i  warjfg.    Mhanas,  contr,  JpoUiruw,  p.  642. 

"Oir  yk^  tii^%X>A9f  Xiyu  r^imvfMn,  rvrov  Eiivifiuof  6f0fia^u  ayimnvof,  Greg, 
Nyss.  contra  Eunom.  p.  676.  alias  248. 

Uterque  hsreticornm  istoram  trngtUarem  in  Vicop^rwtMm  as8enHt$  <]^od 
de  SabelUo  nemo  prorsus  ignorat :  de  Paulo  Samosateno  testant^m  Epif^a- 
nium  audivimus.    Petav,  Dogm,  vol.  v.  p.  6. 

»■  See  my  Defence,  vol.^.  p.  251,  &c.  Gregory  Nyssen's  observation  is 
worlii  the  reciting  :  he  says  thus : 

*'  iTo  charge  our  doctrine' with  ScibeUianism,  or  MtmianisMy  is  mueh  the 
«  same  as  to  impute  to  us  the  blasphemy  of  £unomiu8«  For  if  any  one  care- . 
**  fully  examines  into  the  common  mistake  of  ttiose  heresies,  he  will  find  that 
**  it  has  a  near  affinity  to  that  of  £unomius.  Both  judaize  in  the  same  doc- 
'  *'  trine ;  as  not  admitting  the  only-begotten  to  be  God,  nor  recdving  tiie 
*<  Holy  Ghost  into  the  communion  of  the  Godhead  of  him  whom  they  call  the 
'<  great  and  the  ^Jr^^  God.  For,  whom  Sabellius  calls  the  trinomiMi  God, 
**  the  same  does  Eunomius  name  self-existent :  and  fieitber  of  them  kx^ 
<<  upon  the  Godhead  as  common  to  a  Trinity  of  Persons.  Let  the  readir  then 
^'  judge  who  it  is  that  oomes  nearest  to  Sabellius.^'  Gr4g*  Nyss,  OrdU.  iz. 
p.  676.  alias  248. 
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St.  Paul,  who  days  there  h  hit  one  P  Yoti  distinguish  be- 
tween a  supreme  God  and  an  inferior  God;  which  St.  Paul 
does  not :  we  distinguish  upon  the  strict  or  large  intent 
of  the  exclusive  terms :  and  I  told  you,  that  our  distinc- 
tion was  much  older,  and  better  warranted  than  yours. 
I  therefore  desired  you  no  more  to  charge  us  with  con- 
tradicting St.  Paul ;  but  either  to  condemn  yourselves  for 
doing  it,  or  at  least  to  acquit  both.    To  this  you  reply, 
that  to  say  ^*  the  Son  is  {an  inferior)  God,  is  no  way 
"  contrary  to  this  text.*'    But  it  is  contrary  to  the  whole 
tenor  of  Scripture,  and  to  the  fourth  verse  of  that  very 
chapter  5  which  says  absolutely,  that  ^^  there  is  none  other 
^^  God  but  one.''    St.  Paul  does  not  say,  no  supreme  God 
only,  but  absolutely,  none.    In  strictness  therefore  you 
contradict  St.  Paul,  as  directly  as  possible :  and  you  have 
no  other  way  of  coming  off,  but  by  a  novel  distinction. 
Now,  since  it  is  easy  for  us  to  come  off  from  the  charge 
you  make,  by  the  help  of  a  distinction^  and  one  much 
better  warranted  than  yours ;  why  are  we  blamed,  and 
you  freed  ?  I  have  before  shown  what  we  mean  by  saying 
that  the  Son  is  tacitly  included,  though  the  Father  be 
eminently  styled  the  one  God :  not  that  the  word  God,  or 
tte  word  Father,  in  such  cases,  includes  Father  and  Son ; 
but  it  is  predicated  of  one  only,  at  the  same  time  that  it 
is  tacitly  understood  that  it  may  be  equally  predicated  of 
either  or  both ;   «nce  no  opposition  is  intended  against 
either,  but  against  creatures  and  false  gods.    You  have 
here  passed  over  fifteen  pages  of  mine,  which  contained 
things  of  great  moment :  I  may  pass  over  two  of  yours, 
which  contain  nothing  but  words. 

Query  XXIV. 

Whether  Gal.  iv.  8.  may  not  be  enough  io  determine  the 
dispute  leiwixt  us;  since  it  obliged  the  Doctor  to  confess, 
that  Christ  is  by  nature  truly  God,  as  truly  as  man  is 
by  nature  truly  man. 

He  equivocates  there,  indeed^  as  usual.  For,  he  will  have  it 
to  signify  that  Christ  is  God  by  nature,  only  €ls  havings 
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by  that  nature  which  he  derives  from  the  Father j  true 
divine  power  and  dominion :  that  isj  he  is  truly  God  by 
nature f  as  having  a  nature  distinct  from,  and  inferior  to, 
God'Sf  wanting  the  most  essential  character  of  God, 
self-existence.  What  is  this  but  trifling  with  words,  and 
playing  fast  and  loose  ? 

THE  Modest  Pleader  here  stands  in  the  front ;  and, 
after  his  solemn  way,  gives  me  rebukes,  when  he  is  at  a 
loss  for  answers.  He  tells  me  of  an  express  Scripture^ 
distinction  that  I  am  ridiculing :  as  if  ridiculing  what  is 
really  ridiculous,  and  what  is  very  profanely  called  express 
Scripture,  {viz.  the  distinction  of  two  adorable  Gods,  SU' 
preme  and  inferior,)  were  ridiculing  Scripture.  However, 
I  was  ridiculing  nothing  in  this  Query;  but  only  laying 
before  the  reader  two  or  three  instances  of  Dr.  Clarke's 
equivocating  and  trifling :  which,  it  seems,  is  resented  as 
a  high  affront,  and  is  to  be  turned  upon  the  Scripture 
itself.  And  the  reader  is  to  be  gravely  called  to  judge^ 
whether  it  were  a  "  zeal  according  to  knowledge,  &c.'' 
All  this,  because  one  fallible  man,  who  has  been  charging 
whole  churches  and  whole  ages  with  contradiction  and 
nonsense,  has  been  charged  with  trifling  and  contradicting 
himself;  and  that  in  a  case  too,  which  is  self-evident  and 
undeniable. 

The  argument  on  which  the  charge  rests  is  this  ; 

^^  He  that  has  not  the  nature  of  the  tnie  and  only  God, 
"  or  is  not  naturally  and  necessarily  God,  is  not  by  fiature 
^'  truly  God,  as  truly  as  man  is  by  nature  truly  man. 

^'  Our  Lord  (according  to  the  Doctor)  has  not  the  na^ 
'*  ture  of  the  true  and  only  God,  nor  is  he  naturally  and 
'*  necessarily  God :  therefore  he  is  not  by  nature  truly 
^'  Grod,  as  truly  as  man  is  by  nature  truly  man.** 

Let  the  reader  now  judge  whether  the  Doctor,  in  say- 
ing that  Christ  is  **  by  nature  truly  God,**  &c.  has  not 
either  grossly  contradicted  himself,  or  meanly  equivocate^. 
It  might  have  become  this  Modest  Pleader  either  to  have 
confessed  the  charge,  or  to  have  shown  how  to  get  clear 
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of  it.  All  he  can  say  is,  that  ^^  the  Son  has,  by  that 
**  nature  which  he  derives  from  the  Father,  true  do- 
*'  opinion  :'*  and  so  has  every  lawful  magistrate  true  do* 
minion^  in  as  just  a  sense  as  is  here  understood  of  Christ, 
a  dominion  derived  from  God.  Is  this  what  according  to 
use  of  language,  and  custom  of  speech,  has  been  under- 
stood by  the  phrase  God  by  nature  P  And  hovv  has  Christ, 
by  nature,  true  dominion,  when  his  nature  is  supposed  to 
have  existed  before  any  dominion  commenced,  and  is 
supposed  also  to  continue  after  the  dominion  shall  cease  ? 
Not  to  mention  that  the  dominion  is  also  presumed  to 
proceed  from  free  grant,  and  to  be  given  or  taken  away 
at  pleasure.  Is  this  to  be  as  truly  God  by  nature,  as  man 
is  by  nature  truly  man  ?  If  this  be  not  burlesquing  Scrip- 
ture, ridiculing  every  thing  serious,  and  making  a  jest  of 
all  language,  I  know  not  what  is.  To  divert  the  reader 
from  dwelling  upon  the  Doctor's  mismanagement,  you 
charge  me  next  with  a  "  heap  of  absurdities,"  (p.  465.) 
as  it  is  a  very  easy  matter  for  a  man,  when  his  head  is 
clouded,  or  his  passions  are  up,  to  make  blunders  for 
others,  and  then  comment  upon  them.     Let  us  hear. 

1.  The  first  pretence  is,  that  I  contradict  myself  in 
making  self-existence  no  essential  character,  and  yet  ap- 
proving the  putting  it  in  a  definition  of  the  supreme  Being, 
as  an  essential  character.  That  is  to  say,  because  self- 
existence  often  has,  and  still  may  be  used  in  different  senses, 
therefore  the  allowing  in  one  sense  what  I  disallow  in 
another,  is  contradicting  myself. 

2.  The  second  pretence  is,  that  to  call  self^existent  an 
ambiguous  term,  and  an  equivocal  word,  is  ridiculous*  To 
which  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  to  deny  it  is  much 
more  so. 

3.  The  third  pretence  is,  that  to  call  self-existence  a 
character  merely  negative,  is  absurd.  That  is  according 
as  it  is  understood  :  for  to  make  it  positive,  in  some  cases, 
is  infinitely  absurd ;  as  hath  been  shown  above. 

4.  A  fourth  cavil  is,  that  the  distinction  of  essential  and 

personal  has  no  place  here,  because  both  the  Person  and  '  K 
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the  essence  are  self-existent.  But  this  is  begging  the  ques- 
tion. The  essence  belongs  to  three  Persons ;  self-extstencey 
or  underivedness,  to  one  only :  therefore  though  necessary 
existence  be  an  essential  character  common  to  all,  self- 
existence  is  not. 

5.  A  fifth  cavil  is  against  my  including  supreme  in  the 
definition  of  the  divine  nature,  abstracting  from  the  coii- 
sideration  of  person.  '*  As  if,'*  say  you,  "  supremacy 
**  v^as  a  character,  not  of  a  living  agent,  but  of  an  abstract 
"  esswice.'*  Ridiculous  enough  :  as  if  the  living  sub- 
stance,  common  to  three  persons,  were  not  as  truly  livings 
and  agent,  as  when  considered  in  one*.  Let  the  reader 
now  judge  to  whom  the  "  heap  of  absurdities"  justly 
belongs.  You  have  invented  some  imaginary  ones  for  me, 
and  betrayed  real  ones  of  your  own ;  having  a  happier 
talent  at  writing  nonsense  for  others,  than  sense  for  your-r 
self. 

Your  argument  to  prove  that  a  person  may  be  God  on 
account  of  dominion  before  any  dominion  commenced, 
has  been  already  answered.  As  to  the  sense  of  Gal.  iv.  8. 
I  referred  to  what  had  been  said  by  a  learned  gentleman^ 
upon  it.  You,  on  the  other  hand,  refer  to  Dr.  Clarke's 
piedes^  and  to  Modest  Plea,  &o.  The  dispute  is  about 
the  meaning  of  the  phrase  toi^  fti)  (pia-u  o5<ri  ^«o7f,  or  shorter, 
about  fua-Bi  ©eo;,  God  hy  nature,  what  it  should  ^gniiy ; 
whether  substantially  and  essentially  God>  or  really  God, 
as  having  true  dominion.  The  reasons  for  the  former  in- 
terpretation are  such  as  follow  : 

1.  The  common  use  of  the  term  f6(ri$,  for  essence,  or 
substance. 

a.  The  use  of  ^wru  &io$  in  that  sense  among  Greek 
writers":  as  particularly  by  Irenseus  and  Athanasius; 
'  and  by  Gregory  Nyssen  in  relation  to  this  very  text. 


■  See  my  Sermons,  toI.  ii.  p.  135. 

*  Hie  Scripture  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  &c.  p.  19,  &c    Trae  Scripture 
Dootriae  Continued,  p.  73,  &c.    Edwar^'n  Critical  Rttnttki,  p.  Itf. 

*  NaturaUter  Deui,  in  opporition  to  one  that  only  bean  domlnioB,  who 
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3.  Worship  is  required  to  be  given  to  God  principally 
on  account  of  his  being  d  wv,  or  Jehovah ;  that  is,  on  ac- 
count of  his  being  essentially y  or  substantially  God.  Nor 
is  it  of  any  moHient  what  the  Modest  Plea  urges,  that 
then  Father  and  Son  will  be  two  Jehovahsy  if  each  of  them 
is  to  be  worshipped  as  being  6  <Sy,  or  Jehovah:  for  that  is 
supposing  the  name  Jehovah  tp  be  proper  to  one  Person 
only,  and  not  common  to  more  i  which  is  beggbg  the 
question. 

4.  Scripture  is  used  to  argue  against  the  gods  of  the 
heathen,  as  being  no  Gods;  not  as  wantir^  divine  do' 
minion  only,  but  as  having  no  divine  nature  or  substance. 

5.  The  true  notion  oi  idolatry  is  paying  religious  honour 
to  any  thing  that  has  not  the  divine  perfections;  that  is, 
divine  substance,  the  only  ground  of  divine  perfections. 
To  which  may  be  added, 

6.  That  St.  Paul  (Rom.  i.  ao.)  condemns  the  worship 
of  the  creature^  confines  all  worship  to  the  Creator :  which 
is  explicatory  of  Gal.  iv.  8.  Now  the  Creator  is  God 
essentially y  the  creature  not  essentially  God :  wherefore, 
as  all  things  are  really  excluded  by  St.  Paul  from  worship 
that  are  not  essentially  divine  ;  that  must  be  the  meaning 
of  Gal.  iv.  8.  These  are  the  reasons  on  our  side.  Dr. 
Clarke,  on  the  other  hand,  pleads, 

T.  The  different  use  of  the  word  (pia-is  in  Scripturey  to 
signify  statey  conditiony  capacity,  &c.  and  'even  customs 
only.  But  if  the  places  be  well  considered  where  the 
expression  (pu<rei,  by  nature,  occurs ;  we  shall  find  that  it 
is  put  in  opposition  to  something  accessionaly  superindwcedy 
accidentaly  or  the  like :  from  whence  pne  may  plainly  per- 
ceive that  it  relates  to  something  inherent,  innate,  per- 
manent, fixed  ^nd  implanted  in  any  thing  from  the  first. 

18  God  verba  tenus,  Irensus  allows  the  distLnction,  but  rejects  the  applica- 
tioB.    Iren*  lib.  iv.  cap.  1. 

Ot«y  Srra  »»r»  rhv  ^V9»^  oirt(  «  wttrn^,    Athan,  ToU  ii.  p.  43. 

Owrti  Bm,  Athan^  in  Psal  p.  83.  Greg.  Nyss.  contr.  Eun.  p.  9.  Sec  above, 
p.  237.  Eustathius,  Fabric.  voL  viii.  p.  174,  185.  Vid.  Cleric,  do  Art.  crit. 
p.  103. 
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The  uncircumcision  by  nature  (Rom.  ii.  27.)  is  opposed 
to  circumcision  superinduced  by  law.  The  wildness  by 
nature  (Rom.  xi.  24.)  is  opposed  to  what  is  superinduced 
ly  grace.  The  Jews  are  said  to  be  such  by  nature,  as 
being  such  from  their  birth,  in  opposition  to  being  made 
or  adopted.  The  Gentiles  do  by  nature  the  things  con- 
tained in  the  law,  (Rom.  ii.  14.)  in  opposition  to  the  doing 
the  same  by  a  superinduced  law.  We  are  by  nature  chil- 
dren of  wrath,  bom  such  in  opposition  to  the  superinduced 
new-birth  by  grace :  that  is,  by  our  depraved  nature,  our 
ctmditio  nascendi,  since  the  fall,  we  are  under  the  sentence 
of  the  divine  displeasure^.  Even  in  that  iamous  place, 
(i  Cor.  xi.  14.)  *^  Doth  not  even  nature  itself  teach 
**  you,  &c."  the  word  nature  does  not  signify  custom, 
but  the  masculine  nature,  in  opposition  to  the  feminine. 
Subjection  is  riatural  to  the  woman,  in  token  whereof  she 
is  to  wear  her  veil ;  and  her  Aair,  as  another  kind  of  veil : 
while  the  man^  in  token  of  his  being  naturally  superior  to 
the  woman,  goes  with  his  head  uncovered,  and  with  short 
hair.  Nature,  in  the  formation  of  the  two  sexes,  has  made 
the  distinction  of  superiority  and  inferiority ;  and  they 
are  bom  to  this  or  that,  by  the  condition  of  their  sex. 
This  appears  to  be  the  most  obvious  and  easy  sense  of 
that  text.  Such  being  the  usual  sense  of  nature,  or  of  the 
phrase  by  nature;  we  may  infer  thus  much  from  Gal.  iv.  8. 
^hat  nothing  is  to  be  worshipped  that  has  not  a  divine  na^ 
ture.  Whatever  is  God  by  nature,  as  Christ  is  now  sup- 
posed to  be,  must  have  that  which  makes  God  to  be  God, 
(in  like  manner  as  man  by  nature  must  have  that  which 
makes  man  to  be  man  ;  or  a  Jew  by  nature  must  have  that 
which  makes  a- Jew  to  be  a  Jew,  and  the  like  :)  and  what 
can  that  be,  but  his  having  the  divine  perfections,  and 
consequently,  the  divine  substance^  coeval  with  the  Fa- 
ther; that  is,  from  all  eternity  ? 

^  Naturam  aliter  dicimus  cum  proprie  loquimur  natnram  hominis,  in  qua 
primum  in  suo  genere  inculpabilis  factus  est :  aliter  istam  in  qua,  ex  iUins 
damnati  pcena,  et  mortales  et  ignari,  et  carni  subditi  nasdmur.  Jugust,  ie 
lib,  Jrlntr.  lib.  iii.  cap.  19. 
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I  may  add,  that  whatever  passages  may  be  brought  of 
the  use  of  ^uo-fi,  yet  they  come  not  fully  up  to  the  case  5 
unless  ^tJ<r€i  Geo$  could  be  shown  to  bear  such  a  sense  as 
you  would  put  upon  it.  Many  examples  may  be  brought 
of  ours :  few,  or  perhaps  none,  of  yours.  The  Modest 
Pleader*  (p.  247.)  thinks  that  the  passage  cited  out  of 
Eusebiusy,  where  -^milian  the  Roman  praefect  makes 
mention  of  the  Pagan  deities,  as  being  gods  by  naturcy  is 
directly  contrary  to  our  notion  ;  because  the  Romans  did 
not  look  upon  their  gods  to  be  self^existent  and  supreme. 
This  observation  is  to  the  purpose,  and  is  not  without  its 
weight.  But  as  the  Pagans  had  several  schemes  of  theo- 
logy,  and  several  hypotheses  in  respect  of  their  gods,  and 
it  cannot  be  certainly  known  what  hypothesis  ^milian 
went  upon  5  we  cannot  be  certain  in  what  sense  he  used 
the  phrase.  And  though  the  Pagans  did  not  believe  more 
than  one  supreme  Gody  yet  their  inferior  gods  were  gene- 
rally supposed  aygyijToi,  eternal^  and  tiecessarily  existing ; 
which  answers  to  deoi  tloltoL  ^ucriVy  gods  by  nature^.  Besides 
that,  as  many  Pagans  as  supposed  the  inferior  gods  to  be 
nothing  but  the  polyonymy  of  their  one  supreme  God, 
must  have  thought  them  all  to  be  ^eo)  xara  ftJciv,  gods  by 
nature. 

I  may  add,  that  it  seems  highly  probable  that  ^milian 
designed  what  he  s^d,  in  answer  to  what  Dionysius  or 
other  Christians  had  pleaded  j  viz,  that  they  worshipped 
one  that  was  God  by  nature,  in  opposition  to  the  Vagan 
deities,  which  were  none  of  them  such.  I  say,  in  answer 
hereto,  he  pleads  that  their  deities  were  gods  by  nature 
also :  and  why  then  might  not  Christians  worship  both 

y  TdS  yti^  9fJMi  xatXvu  x^  r«r«f,  i7n^  \f)  0i«p,  furk  rSy  xar»  pi^tf  B-tSv  v^of" 
n»9U9 ;  Euseh.  lib.  vii.  cap.  11.  p.  335. 

*  The  primary  and  arcbical  beings,  according  to  Produs,  were  the  Pagan 
ddlies. 

^A5r«vri;  «?»  00'M  •otM^dvt  ^%c>.0yiets  tlvh  hfitftivMf  ret  v^Hrai  xmret  ^v^tv  Bieuf 
hirs9«/Mii»rrtf  zartfi  rmSrm  vhf  ^toXayuthf  itrtrnfMif  "ar^myfttcrtut^^mt  ipa^i.  Prod, 
Plat.  TheoL  lib.  i.  cap.  3.  p.  5.    Vid.  Plotin.  £nnead.  2.  lib.  ix.  cap.  1. 

At  TMV  Sf*)y  Meu  iil  lyif»9r»,  Ik  yk^  otti  oirm.  »vViT»r%  yivnrat*  SoUusU  de 
j|ftm4f.  cap.  ii.  p.244. 
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tfje  Pagan  god*,  and  their  own  P  The  heathens  had  before 
this  time  learned  to  refine  their  theology^  and  to  pretend 
as  Diuch  in  honour  of  the  Pagan  divinity^  as  the  Chris- 
tians pleaded  for  theirs :  and  the  dispute  now  was,  which 
of  them  could  most  clearly  make  good  their  plea  "• 

But  1  proceed  to  a  second  argument  for  your  sense  of 
the  text. 

a.  The  Modest  Pleader  argueg,  that  if  St.  Paul  had 
gone  upon  our  scheme,  he  would  not  have  said  rolg  ^i) 
<po<rei  o5<ri  dsoij ,  but  to1$  ftij  ^u<r6i  oiScri  ^eco ;  not  them  which 
by  nature  are  not  gods^  but  them  which  by  nature  are  npt 
God ;  because  to  say,  they  are  not  gods,  as  not  being  of 
the  same  divine  substance,  seems  to  intin^ate  that  they 
would  be  gods  if  they  were  of  the  same  substance^  ^pd  not 
one  God  as  upon  our  principles.  3ut  St.  Paul's  expressiox^ 
is  very  right.  The  fault  of  the  Pagans  was  not  in  wor- 
shipping gods;  had  there  really  been  many  gods,  many 
gods  by  nature :  their  fault  was  in  worshipping  gods  tfai^t 
were  not  really  a.nd  essentially  such.  Nor  would  it  be 
any  fault  in  Christians  tP  worship  many  gods,  were  there 
really  many  gods  by  rtature :  but  the  fault  is  in  worship* 
ping  any  that  are  not  gods  by  nature,  or  more  gods  than 
there  really  are;  which  fault  is  committed  by  wprship- 
ping  more  gods  than  one,  because  there  is  but  one  Qod 
by  nature.  Whether  more  persons  than  one  would  be 
7nore  godsy  or  otherwise,  by  partaking  of  the  same  sub- 
stanpe;  is  neither  affirmed  nor  denied  in  this  place  of  St, 
Paul :  only  the  Pagans  are  condemned  for  worshipping 
those  as  gods,  which  had  not  the  nature  of  gods,  or  what 
was  necessary  to  make  them  really  gods. 

3.  It  is  farther  pleaded  by  Dr.  Clarke,  that  the  true 
notion  of  idolatry  is  the  ascribing  to  any  being  such  wor^- 
ship  and  honour  as  does  not  belong  to  it. 
To  this  pretence  see  a  sufficient  answer  in  True  Scrip- 

«  Gum  de  re  loquimur  eHvma  yobiacum>  hoc  ut  ostendatiB  ezpoecimus,  esse 
Deos  <diM  naturoy  vi,  nomine :  non  in  mmnlachrts  propoutos  quoB  videmoB, 
Md  in  «a  substantia  in  qoa  oonveniat  attimari  tanti  eaie  nomina  oportere 
yirtutem.    Jmob,  contr.  Gent*  lib.  iii.  p.  101. 
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ture  Doctrine  Continned^^  of  which  the  Modest  Plea  has 
taken  no  notice. 

To  coodude  this  article;  you  have  not  been  dhle  to 
acquit  the  Doctor  of  the  charge  c^  equivocating^  or  contra- 
dieting  himself;  nor  to  take  off  the  force  of  our  argument 
built  upon  Gal,  iv.  8.  for  the  essential  divinity  of  God  the 
Son :  who,  because  he  is  adorable,  is  therefore  God  by 
ntUMre  in  virttw  of  that  text.  Your  trifling  about  the  dc- 
^tion  I  gave  from  Melancthon,  as  if  it  could  not  be 
scriptural  because  it  is  taken  from  Melancthon,  who  took 
it  from  Scripture,  is  beneath  my  notice^ 

Query  XXV. 
Whether  it  be  not  clear  from  all  the  genuine  remains  of 
antiquity,  that  the  Catholic  Church  before  the  Council  of 
Nice^  and  even  from  the  beginning,  did  believe  the  eter^ 
nitjf  and  consubstantiality  of  the  Son;  if  either  the  oldest 
creeds,  as  interpreted  by  those  that  recite  them;  or  the 
testimonies  of  the  earliest  writers,  or  the  public  censures 
passed  upm  the  bereties,  or  particular  passages  of  the  an^ 
cientesi  Fathers,  can  amount  ta  a  proof  of  a  thing  of  this 
nature? 

I  AM  here  to  dispute  first  with  the  Modest  Pleader, 
who  may  be. known  by  bis  positive  style,  and  magisterial 
air,  to  make  good  the  title  of  his  treatise.  I  am  rebuked 
for  my  presumption,  in  this  Query  :  and  why  ?  Because  I 
have  presumed  to  tell  the  world  what  has  been  proved  an 
hundred  times  over :  and  yet  not  positively  affirming  it, 
but  putting  it  by  way  of  Query,  to  be  fairly  debated. 
This  solemn  gentleman,  I  suppose,  will  call  it  presump- 
tion, in  a  while,  for  any  man  to  undertake  to  defend  the 
faith  of  all  the  Christian  churches.  To  such  a  height 
may  men  be  carried  by  a  strong  conceit  of  their  own 
novel  hypotheses. 

I  had  modestly  appealed  to  the  oldest  creeds,  not  dJ- 

fc  True  Sc4pt  Doctr.  p.  76, 78,  &c. 
VOL.  III.  Ff 
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rectly,  but  as  interpreted  by  those  that  recite  them.  And 
where  was  the  presumption  of  doing  it  ?  His  cavil,  upon 
this  occasion,  I  answered  in  a  note  to  my  eighth  Sermon^. 
I  appealed  also  to  censures  passed  upon  heretics.  In  reply 
to  this  I  am  told, 

I.  That  the  most  remarkable  censures  were  passed  upon 
the  Ebionites  5  who  taught  that  Christ  was  a  mere  man, 
in  whom  the  supreme  God  dwelt.  But  if  their  great  guilt, 
and  the  heinousness  of  it,  lay  in  the  consequence  of  their 
principles,  in  their  denying  Christ's  divinity  ;  then  it  will 
appear  that  the  modem  impugners  of  Christ's  divinity  are 
nearly  concerned  in  the  censures  passed  upon  the  Ebion- 
ites. For  indeed  the  great  danger  and  impiety  of  their 
heresy  was  not  merely  in  making  a  creature  some  years, 
or  ages,  younger  than  he  really  was ;  but  in  denying  their 
Gody  in  refusing  to  acknowledge  him  as  really  and  truly 
God.  Irenaeus**,  the  oldest  Father  that  mentions  the  Ebion- 
ites, represents  the  case  thus :  **  The  Ebionites  God  will 
**  judge :  How  can  they  be  saved,  if  he  was  not  God  who 
**  upon  earth  wrought  salvation  ?  Or  how  shall  man  come 
**  to  God,  if  God  (6  0foj)  had  not  come  to  man  ?'*  In  an- 
other place,  he  says,  **  Vain  are  the  Ebionites,  not  admit- 
"  ting  the  union  of  God  and  man,  by  faith,  into  their 
**  souls."  He  proceeds  to  observe,  that  the  Holy  Spirit 
(by  which  he  understands  the  Logos,  as  do  many  other 
Fathers^)  came  upon  the  Virgin  :  and  a  little  lower, 
blames  the  Ebionites  again,  as  **  not  receiving  God"  along 
with  the  man.  Now  it  is  well  known  in  how  strict  a 
sense  Irenaeus  understood  the  word  God,  and  that  be 
applied  it  in  the  same  strict  sense  to  God  the  Son ;  as  I 

«  Vol.  u.  p.  199. 

^iav  avriv  iTt  yne  \^yawa/uv$t ;  n  trmi  ii^^irtf  X"^^^  **f  Oiov,  fi  fih  »  ^t*S 
^X^t^  fiV  it^ftt^w  ;  jfren,  lib.  iv.  cap.  30.  p.  271. 

Vmni  aatem  et  Ebionflei,  unitionem  Dei  et  hominis,  per  fidem^  non  red- 
pientes.    Iren.  lib.  y.  cap.  1.  p.  293. 

Non  recipientes  Deum  ad  commixtioQein  suam. 

•  Irenaeus,  p.  216.  Just.  Mart.  Apol.  i.  cap.  43.  p.  69.  Clem.  Alex.  p.  654. 
Tertull.  centr.  Praz.  eap.  26,  27.    Noyat  cap.  19. 
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have  proved  above.  As  many  therefore  as  deny  the  Son 
to  ht  God  in  that  sense^  were  condemned  in  the  Ebionites 
long  ago ;  as  is  plainly  proved  from  this  Father.  To  the 
s^me  purpose  speak  other  vi^riters^  of  the  Ebionites  (and 
of  such  others  as  the  Ebionites)  both  before  and  after  the 
Niccne  Council.  The  great  impiety  of  such  men  was  in 
their  being  op^jo-idfoi,  deniers  of  Christ's  divinity^  blas-^ 
phemers  against  his  Godhead.  How  you  can  yet  clear 
yourselves  of  the  same  charge,  I  see  not.  It  was  not 
without  reason  that  Alexander,  Bishop  of  Alexandria, 
charged  the  Arians,  upon  their  first  appearaiice,  with  re- 
viving the  impiety  of  Ebion,  Artemas,  and  Paul  of  Sa- 
mosata.     Theod.  E,  H.  lib.  i.  cap.  4. 

2.  The  Modest  Pleader  goes  on  to  tell  us  that  Cerinthus 
was  censured ;  who  taught  that  the  Son  of  God  was  not 
himself  made  man,  but  only  united  to  a  man.  He  thinks 
be  has  fiere  said  something  smart :  but,  because  every 
body  will  not  understand  the  innuendo,  and  he  durst  not 
speak  plainer  for  fear  of  discovering  his  whole  heart,  we 
may  pass  it  over.  He  takes  no  notice  of  Cerinthus's 
being  condemned,  as  well  as  Ebion,  for  denying  our  Lord's 
divinity  %,  and  the  eternity  of  the  Word.  He  proceeds  to 
observe,  that  the  Valentinians  and  Cataphrygians  were 
censured;  from  whom  arose  the  doctrine  of  necessary 
emanations:  to  which  weak  piece  of  calumny  I  have  an- 

'  Km  yof  x«i»uv9i  Urat  yj/tkiv  ii^^u^ov  ofAaXayovft  trt^vicimi  rn  X^irro  r/f  r*v 
^0y,  S-S0T*fr«f  avTov  to  rdkivrvf  i^vwfAtfM.     Hlppol.  Fragm.  vol.  i.  p.  281. 

Accedit  his  Theodotus,  haereticus  Bysantius,  qui doctrinftm  introduxit 

qus  Christum  hominem  tantummodo  diceret,  Deum  autem  ilium  negaret. 
Auctor,  Append,  cut  TertulL  de  Prescript,  cap.  68. 

'A^ru^/i^tM/  a^firreitrieif,     Euseb,  lib.  V.  cap.  28. 

Paul  of  Somosata,  his  crime  was  denying  his  God, 

Tw  xa)  TO*  &COV  Tov  i^tt^rMf  xat  xv^sof  a^vovfiifov,  JEpist.  Syn,  Antioch,  opud 
Euseb,  lib.  vii.  cap.  30. 

Hebion  discipulus  Cerintbi,  in  multis  ei  similiter  errans,  Salvatorem  nos- 
trum hominem  de  Joseph  natum,  carnaliter  sestimabat,  nibilque  in  eo  diymi- 
tatis  fuisse  docebat;  sed  sicut  omnes  prophetse,  sic  et  eum  gratiam  Dei  ha- 
buisse  adserebat,  nop  tamen  Dominum  Majestatis,  et  Dei  Patris  i^tltuiit  cum 
Patre  sempitemum  credebat.     Philastr.  Har,  cap.  37. 

«  See  Bishop  Bull^  D.  F.  p.  178.    Jud.  Eccl.  cap.  i. 

F  i% 
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swered  above.  He  takes  no  notice  of  the  Valentimaos 
denying  the  eternity  of  the  LogoSy  nor  of  their  making 
creature- creators,  nor  of  several  of  their  other  prind{^| 
whereby  they  led  the  way  to  jirianisnif  as  Athananns 
hath  shown  ^. 

3.  SabelliuS)  it  seems^  was  censured  for  teaching  tnii^ 
vidual  consubslantiaUty :  that  is,  for  nonsense.  For  con* 
mbstaniutliiy  and  individual  (in  the  Sabellian  scnfie  of  m^ 
dividual)  are  repugnant,  and  contradictory  as  possible. 
Nor  did  SabeiUus  ever  teach  consubstantialiiy  at  all  ^  Whe* 
ther  the  Modest  Pleader  has  here  shown  a  zeal  according 
to  knowledge^  let  any  man  judge  that  knott/s  antiquity.  He 
takes  no  notice  of  Sabellius's  being  condemned  for  con- 
fining the  Godhead  to  one  real  Person,  (instead  of  extend- 
ing it  to  three,)  upon  the  very  same  principles  on  which 
Arius  afterwards  founded  a  different  heresy^ ;  viz.  the  ap- 
prehension of  their  being  no  medium^  between  making  the 
Son  to  be  the  self -existent  Father  himself,  and  excluding 
him  from  the  &ne  Godhead. 

After  a  lame,  partial,  and  false  account  of  the  ancient 
heresies  condemned  by  the  Church,  the  Modest  Pleader 
goes  on  to  give  as  partial  and  false  accounts  of  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Fathers.  But  having  obviated  all  his  frivolous 
pretences  on  that  head  before,  I  may  now  dismiss  him^ 
and  return  to  you. 

You  are  pleased  to  say,  that  my  **  Defence  of  this 
**  Query  is  nothing  but  a  confused  heap  of  words  relating 
"  to  metaphysical  subtilties/'  &c.    The  reader,  I  suppose^ 

>>  See  Montfaucoii*B  preface  to  the  first  vtilume  of  Athasasiiis,  p.  24. 
"XmfiiXXitf  fmru  rU  A«y«»  r«f  b  k>.n^tf  ifUiX0yimt  rw  iftc»tf^0»,     JBp^h,  Hitr. 

h[^ji.70.p.797. 

k  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  237,  251. 

*  S«/3iAXi««  }f  TtS  iMfitfMTUtf  n«vX#y,  »«i  rSf  nar   mvrif  lirtit^Mrm  9^9 

jfthmms,  contr.  JpolL  lib.  iL  p.  942. 

S|f9ii^  v'Uru/f,  v^i^pam  Oi«»  rh  vih  vw   Omv  ^•yfmrintt*     Socr.  B.  M, 
lib.  iT.  cap.  33.  p.  256.' 
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Qiiderstands  by  this  time  what  these  and  the  like  com- 
plaints from  you  mean.  I  no  sooner  find  you  expatiating 
this  way,  but  I  conclude  you  had  met  with  something  you 
could  not  answer;  it  being  your  constant  method  thus  to 
proclaim  your  defeat. 

You  durst  not  enter  upon  the  main'  question  debated 
under  this  Query.  It  was  whether  the  Ante-Niocnce 
writers,  in  general,  taught  a  proper  consubstantiality. 
You  were  before  of  opinion  that  it  was  s,  figurative  or  ara- 
iorical  consubstantiality.  I  suffered  not  the  reader  to  go 
away  with  any  such  weak  pretence,  instead  of  a  just  an- 
swer. I  laid  before  you  several  reasons  to  the  contrary, 
such  as,  1  thought,  might  be  depended  on :  and  I  perceive 
now,  by  your  manner  of  replying,  (which  is  no  replyingy) 
that  you  think  so  too.  I  shall  repeat  the  reasons  once 
more :  and  where  you  have  scattered  any  loose  hints  that 
any  way  relate  to  them,  I  shall  consider  them  in  tbeit 
proper  places. 

i«  I  thought  k  strange  and  unaccountable  that  so  mai^ 
FalJiers  should  rbetoricaie  in  a  matter  of  faith,  and  of  the 
greatest  tmportanee :  and  that  none  should  be  met  with 
wise  enou^,  or  good  enough  to  throw  off  the  varnish, 
and  to  teH  us  the  naked  truth. 

9*  I  thought  it  still  stranger  that  tbey  should  do  it,  not 
in  popular  harmigues,  but  even  in  dry  debates ;  where  it 
pKarticularly  concerned  them  to  speak  accurately  and  pro- 
perly, out  of  figure  and  flourish. 

Hitherto  you  are  pleased  to  be  silent ;  nof  a  syllable  of 
reply.    Let  me  go  on. 

3;  I  observed,  that  one  principal  and  stancBng  objection 
of  1ieretk;s  against  the  Catholic  doctrine  was,  that  it  inr 
ferred  a  div%&9«  of  the  Father's  substance.  I  Uioa^t 
therie  must  have  been  at  least  some  colour  for  the  objec- 
don^  as  indeed  there  was,  if  the  CathoHcs  professed  a 
proper  ooasubBtantiaEty?  otherwise  there  was  none  at 
aU'a*    For  who  could  be  silly  enou^  to  imagine  that 

■  Sec  my  Defeace,  vol.  i.  p.  272, 
Ff3 
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angels  or  archangels,  or  aoy  creature  whatever,  might 
not  be  created  wiihout  a  division  or  abscission  of  the  divine 
substance  ? 

You  endeavour  at  something  (p.  472.)  by  way  of  reply; 
telling  me  that  the  ancients,  "  by  denying  all  division,  ab- 
**  scission,  or  diminution,  did  not  mean  to  affirm  that  the 
**  Son  was  the  individual  identical  substance  of  the  Fa- 
**  ther."  I  would  be  glad  to  know  what  this  phrase,  tn- 
dividual  identical^  Sec.  means  with  you.  I  think  it  plain, 
that  the  objectors,  in  inferring  a  division  of  substance, 
thought  of  the  same  substance;  and  the  Catholics  by  de- 
nying division,  asserted  the  same  undivided  substance. 
Whether  this  amounts  to  your  individual  identical,  &c.  is 
no  great  matter;  since  you  do  not  care  to  say,  or  rather 
do  not  yet. know,  what  you  mean  by  it.  You  pretend 
that  the  ancients  intended  only,  to  *^  assert  the  absolute 
*^  immutability  of  the  Father;"  and  that  "he  generated 
^^  the  Son,  as  one  fire  lights  another,  without  any  dimi- 
"  nution  of  himself/'  But  what  pretence  or  colour  could 
there  be  for  the  Father's  diminishing  himself,  unless  a 
proper  consiibstantialiiy  was  intended  ?  And  if  one  fire  be 
consubstantial  to  another,  as  I  think  the  Fathers  believed ; 
that  very  instance  proves  the  thing  I  am  speaking  of.  I 
have  however  expl^ned  above  what  they  meant  by  dimi* 
nution,  and  what  by  denying  it  in  this  case. 

4.  A  fourth  argument  I  drew  from  another  noted  ob- 
jection made  to  the  Catholic  doctrine,  viz.  Tritheism  r  and 
I  observed  tfeth  from  the  sense  of  the  objectors,  and  from 
the  method  taken  in  the  answers,  what  kind  of  Tritheism 
was  intended;  such  as  was  founded  on  the  supposition  of 
a  proper  consubstantialiiy.  This  argument  you  have  taken 
no  notice  of,  but  ha^^  left  it  in  the  heap,  undisturbed. 

5.  I  added  a  fifth  reason  froni  tlie  particular  state  of  the 
Sabellian  contix}versy,  and  the  arguments  made  use  of  in 
it ;  quite  different  from  what  would  have  been,  and  must 
have  been,  had  the  Fathers  been  of  the  same^  or  like 
principles  with  you  and  Dr.  Clarke.  To  which  you  say 
nothing. 
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6.  In  the  sixth  place,  I  threw  in  a  heap  of  reasons  ;  rea^ 
sons,  I  thiiik,  and  not  words  only  :  to  one  of  which,  relat- 
ing to  worship  J  you  vouchsafe  me  a  brief  answer,  but  such 
as  I  have  ^answered  in  another  place.  Upon  the  whole, 
you  appear  to  have  been  much  distressed  in  this  Query : 
for  otherwise,  who  would  believe  that  a  man  of  your  abili^ 
ties,  after  so  long  considering,  would  leave  any  thitig  un- 
answered ? 

Aye,  but  after  all,  you  say.  Dr.  Clarke's  propositions 
will  remain  true  and  untouched,  which  way  soever  any  of 
these  points  be  determined,  (p.  471.)  Indeed,  they  are 
wonderful  propositions:  they  seem  to  be  much  of  the  Stoic 
make  and  constitution ;  that  if  they  be  ever  so  distressed 
or  crushed,  or  even  ground  to  pieces,  yet  they  cannot  be 
hurt.  To  be  serious;  if  the  Doctor's  propositions  have 
really  nothing  contrary  to  the  Son's  eternity^  or  consuhr 
stantiality,  or  necessary  existence,  (which  comes  to  the 
same  5)  if  they  leave  to  God  the  Son  that  honour  and  that 
'worship  which  those  divine  perfections  demand ;  if  they  do 
not  make  him  precarious  in  existence,  or  dependent  on  the 
good  pleasure  of  another ;  in  short,  if  they  leave  to  the  Son 
the  one  true  Godhead,  or  divine  substance,  then  let  the  pro- 
positions pass  as  very  harmless,  innocent,  trifling  proposi- 
tions, containing  nodiing  but  old  truths  under  a  novel  and 
conceited  way  of  expression.  But  if  the  propositions  really 
run  counter  to  the  necessary  existence,  the  immutable  perfec- 
tions, the  divine  worship,  &c»  of  God  the  Son,  (as  I  con- 
*ceive  they  do)  then  the  propositions  appear  to  be  very 
nearly  concerned  in  what  I  have  been  proving. 

But  you  say,  the  true  and  only  material  question  is, 
**  Who  is  the  alone  first  Cause,  the  alone  supreme  Grover- 
f*  nor  ?"  &c.  Now  as  to  this  matter,  I  will  be  very  frank 
and  plain  with  you.  Do  but  sincerely  and  plainly  ac- 
knowledge that  God  the  Son  is  coeternal  and  consul- 
stantial  with  the  Father,  of  the  same  divine  substance, 
necessarily  existing,  having  the  divine  perfections.  Creator 
by  his  own  power,  worthy  of  equcd  honour,  and  of  the 
same  kind  of  worship :  do  but  admit  these  things,  and  you 
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shall  have  the  Kberty  of  talking  as  yon  pkinse  about  the 
ntone  first  Cause j  and  the  alome  supreme  Governor  ;  that  ky 
first  in   order  and  office.     But  if  you  deny  the  Sod's 
necessary  existence,  if  you  deny  his  dimne  perfectiom 
strictly  so  called,  if  you  scruple  to  admit  him  as  Oeotor 
by  his  own  power,  (which  many  Artans  allowed,)  and  to 
worship  him  as  Creator  ;  nay,  to  call  him  Creator,  which 
the  very  Eunomians  never  scrupled :  if  you  betray  your 
dissent  from  us  in  so  many  and  so  materiul  points  as  these 
are,  do  not  then  pretend  that  the  sitpremacy  is  the  mom 
point  of  difference,  or  the  only  material  qu&tkm  ?  because 
it  is  pretending  something  directly  false,  and  what  you 
know^  be  false ;  and  therefore  what  ought  not  to  be  pv&- 
tended  by  any  honest  or  good  man.    It  is  possible  you 
may  understand  supreme  Govern&r  in  such  a  sense,  that  all 
the  other  questions  may  be  reduced  to  that  one :  aciid  so 
may  they  ^^.Iso  to  this  one  qtsestion;  whether  God  die  Son 
be  u  creature  or  no.    If  this  be  your  meaning,  then  tfaere 
is  no  difference  betwixt  your  state  of  the  question  and 
mine,  except  this  5  that  what  you  have  put  into  ambigu- 
ous, equivocal,  deceitful  words,  to  confound  the  readecs,  I 
have  put  into  pkin,  clear,  and  distinct  terms,  to  instruct 
and  infonn  them.     And  now  the  main  question  will  not 
be  about  the  5«pr«mck:y,  whether  to  be  asserted  or  denied  ^ 
but  about  the  sense  and  meaning  of  supremacy :  whether 
supremacy  is  to  be  asserted  in  such  s^sense  as  to  make  the 
Son  a  creatwre,  or  in  such  a  sense  only  as  is  consistent 
with  his  being  essentially  God,  and  one  God  with  the  Es- 
ther.   For  you  may  please  to  take  notice  that  many  other 
<|uestions  must  <KMiie  in,  in  order  to  give  light  into  the 
question  about  supremacy :  or  if  you  pretend  to  lake  the 
^remacy  in  a  sense  peculiar  to  yourself,  and  then  to 
argue  from  it ;  this  is  only  begging  the  main  question,  and 
pursuing  your  own  inventions,  in  oppositicm  both  to  Scrip' 
ture^nd  antiquity. 

You  have  on  odd  remark  in  the  close :  you  say,  ^  to 
'*  preserve  the  priority  of  the  Fafldier,  and  withal  the  <ii- 
"  vinity,  the  essential  divinity,  of  the  Son,  is  no  diflScuIty/' 
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Tins  is  mews  from  you :  I  hope  you  are  sincercy  and  have 
no  double  meaning.  For  if  these  two  things,  the  essential 
diyinity  of  the  Son,  and  the  priority  of  the  Father^  be  ad- 
mitted ns  coossistent,  the  dispute  is  at  an  end.  But  you 
add,  that  I  pretend  something  more,  viz,  *^  to  preserve  the 
^  priority  of  the  Father,  and  withal,  the  equal  supremacy 
*^  of  the  Son  in  point  of  authority  and  dominion/'  Yes  5  I 
do  pretend  to  bold  the  pricriiy  of  the  Father  in  order 
(which  is  natural)  and  in  ^ce  (which  is  economical)  as 
coaisbtent  with  the  Son's  essential  and  equal  divinity ;  in 
%  word,  I  hold  any  supremacy  consistent  with  the  Son'fi 
essential  dirtnity.  If  you  carry  the  supremacy  farther,  you 
either  contradict  yourself,  or  equivocate  in  a  childish  man- 
ner in  the  word  esseniiaL  Choose  you  either  part  of  the 
dilemma :  it  is  all  one  to  the  argument  whether  the  fault 
lies  in  yoiu*  Aeor/  or  your  bead. 

Query  XXVI. 

Whether  the  Doctor  did  not  equivocate  or  prevtmcate 
strangely,  in  saying,  ^^  The  generality  of  writers  before  the 
**  Council  of  Nice  were,  in  the  whole,  dearly  on  his 
^^  side:**  when  it  is  manifest,  they  were,  in  general,  no 
farther  on  his  side,  than  the  allowing  a  subordination 
amounts  to;  iw  farther  than  our  Church  is  on  his  side, 
tvhile  in  the  main  points  of  difference,  the  eternity  and 
consubstanti^dity,  they  are  clearly  against  htm  ?  that  is, 
they  were  on  his  side,  so  far  as  we  acknowledge  him  to  be 
right,  but  no  farther. 

HERE  I  am  told  by  the  Modest  Pleader,  (who  was  to 
rectify  your  unwary  answers  to  my  Queries,  after  he  had 
seen  my  Defence,)  that  Dr.  Clarke  did  not  equivocate,  or 
prevaricade ;  .because  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  agree  with 
him  1%'  all  the  points  laid  down  in  his  propositions.  This  is 
a  shame&l  zmtruth^  as  hath  been  often  proved :  and  since 
you  have  nowx)wned  that  xlf -existent  is  necessarily  ex- 
istent^  I  shall  point  out  to  you  what  propositions  of  the 
Doctor's  are  flatly  contrary  to  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  in 
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general.  His  4th  is  one :  for  the  ancients  always  thought 
that  the  nature,  essence,  or  substance  of  the  Persons  was 
sufficiently  declared  in  Scripture.  His  5th  proposition  is 
another:  for  the  ancients  never  taught  that  the  Father 
alone  is  necessarily  existing,  but  the  contrary.  His  7th  is 
ambiguous.  His  8th  is  contrary  to  all  antiquity.  So  are 
the  9th,  loth,  nth,  lath.  So  is  the  14th,  in  part,  if  by 
self-existent  he  meant  necessarily  existing.  His  17th  is 
directly  contrary  to  the  ancients^  in  seme,  though  not  in 
words.  The  19th  has  no  manner  of  foundation  in  an- 
tiquity. The  a5th  has  no  foundation  in  antiquity:  the 
ancients  are  contrary.  The  33d  is  not  agreeable  to  the 
primitive  doctrine.  The  38th  is  oddly  expressed :  the  co- 
vert meaning  directly  contrary  to  the  Ante-Nicene  fmth. 
The  39th  is  contrary  to  the  ancients. 

As  to  proposition  43,  the  ancients  knew  nothing  of  su- 
preme a^d  inferior  worship.  The  48th  is  contrary  to  all 
the  ancients.  So  is  the  50th  in  part :  and  the  51st  in  the 
whole.  The  54th  may  admit  of  some  dispute ;  but,  in  the 
main,  the  ancients  are  against  it. 

About  one  third  of  the  Doctor's  propositions  are  either 
directly  contrary  to  antiquity,  or  have  no  countenance 
from  it.  I  shall  not  here  stay  to  prove  the  particulars :  it 
has  been  done  before,  under  the  proper  heads,  in  my  De- 
fence, and  in  this  vindication  of  it.  But,  supposing  I  had 
charged  the  Doctor  with  something  not  to  be  found  in  his 
propositions,  but  in  his  replies,  or  other  pieces;  is  the 
Doctor  ever  the  less  guilty  of  equivocating  or  prevaricate 
ing  ?  Are  we  not  to  take  his  sentiments  from  any  other 
part  of  his  writings,  as  well  as  from  his  propositions  ?  But 
to  proceed. 

What  you  add  about  supremacy  and  subordination  has 
been  abundantly  answered.  You  surprise  me  a  little  by 
one  sentence,  p.  477.  ^^The  question,*'  you  say,  ^*  is  not 
*^  whether  the  Son  be  generated  con^bstantially,  but 
*^  whether  he  be  generated  at  all."  I  understand  you. 
The  question  is,  whether  God  could  have  a  Son  of  the 
same  nature,  power,  and  perfections  with  himself:  or. 
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more  briefly,  whether  such  divinity  as  the  Church  main'" 
tains,  is  consistent  with  Sonship.  You  have  hit  the  matter 
right :  but  why  have  you  pretended  all  the  while  to  lay  no 
stress  on  metaphysics,  when  you  here  rest  the  main  de- 
bate upon  metaphysics,  and  that  only  ?  For  you  will  not 
be  weak  enough  to  maintain  that  Scripture  any  where  says 
that  the  only-begotten  Son  of  God  is  another  God,  or  not 
one  God  with  the  Father,  or  that  he  is  of  a  different  nature, 
or  not  necessarily  coasting  as  the  Father.  Metaphysics 
must  do  this  for  you,  or  nothing.  You  must  call  in  all 
your  vain  philosophy,  about  individual,  about  necessity, 
about  intelligent  agent,  about  coaction,  about  substance 
and  substances,  causes,  acts,  will,  and  I  know  not  what 
else:  and  at  length  you  will  go  off  without  a  proof,  just 
as  you  came  on. 

You  return  to  your  quibble  about  the  supremacy  and 
monarchy  of  the  Father.  That  is,  all  dominion  over  the 
creatures  (I  know  of  no  dominion,  properly  so  called,  over 
any  thing  else)  is  primarily  in  the  Father,  secondarily  in 
the  other  two  Persons,  and  common  to  all  three.  The  do- 
minion  is  not  in  the  Father  alone:  only  he  alone  has  it 
from  none,  they  from  him  5  this  is  the  whole  truth.  Dr. 
Clarke  having  made  some  pretence  to  antiquity,  I  thought 
it  proper  to  hint,  in  eleven  particulars,  his  disagreement 
with  if^.  I  must  here  be  forced  to  repeat  them,  because 
you  have  something  to  say  to  every  one  of  them. 

I.  The  first  was,  in  the  point  of  consubstantiality :  in 
denying  of  which  he  runs  counter  to  all  the  andents.  In 
reply,  you  say,  you  "  do  not  presume  to  say  that  the  Son 
*^  is  not  consubstantial  ',**  but  only  that  f'  the  Father  alone 
**  has  supreme  authority  and  dominion.*'  Which  is  either 
saying  the  same  thing  in  other  words,  or  saying  nothing. 
But  as  you  presume  to  say  that  the  Son  is  not  necessarily 
existing,  I  suppose  all  men  of  sense  will  see  that  that  is 
denying  the  consubstantiality  ;  or  I  know  not  what  is  so. 

%,  The  second  charge  was,  that  you  do  by  necessary 

■  See  my  Defence^  vol.  i.  p.  278,  &c. 
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consequence  deny  the  Son's  coetermty.  Here  again  you 
presume  not  to  say  the  Son  is  not  etemaly  but  the  Father  ie 
SHpreme^  &c.  I  did  not  ask  about  the  Father:  however, 
what  you  intend,  is,  to  deny  the  eternity^  not  directly,  but 
implicitly,  by  asserting  the  Father  aUme  to  be  necessarily 
existing.  Now  it  is  all  one  to  us,  whether  you  do  k 
directly  or  by  consequence:  undermining  the  £aith  in  a 
serpentine  way,  is  as  perhicaous  as  a  more  open  attacking 
k.  If  you  do  not  deny  the  etermty,  it  is  plidn  howevtnr 
that  you  do  not  assert  it ;  and  therefore  you  come  very 
short  of  the  ancients. 

3.  Another  article  was,  the  Doctor's  asserting  ©iwf, 
Gadf  to  be  a  relative  word.  Thi«  I  showed  to  be  ccmtrary 
to  all  antiquity,  a  few  instances  excepted :  your  reply  to 
this  article  hath  been  obviated  above,  p.  199, 

4.  You  differ  from  all  the  ancients,  in  pretending  that 
the  Father  only  was  God  of  Abndiam,  8cc«  You  pfead, 
in  answer  hereto,  that  it  is  a  Scripture  proposition :  which 
is  (ake,  as  hath  been  shown.  However,  the  ancients 
(about  whom  our  present  question  is)  never  thought  it  to 
be  a  Scripture  position^  but  quite  the  contrary. 

5.  You  differ  from  all  andquily,  in  pretending  that  the 
titks  of  one,  ooiy,  &c.  are  exclusive  of  God  the  Son.  This 
you  ridiculously  call  an  express  Ucripture  propositian.  I 
have  answered  your  ca^dls  qxl  d)at  head:  in  the  mean 
while  it  IS  evident,  and  yoo  do  not  gainsay  it,  diat  the 
aitdents  never  thought  as  you  do* 

6.  You  i^am  differ  £rom  all  antk^ih/,  in  ]>retendiiig 
that  the  *^  Son  bad  not  distinct  winrsh^  paid  him  till  after 
^<  his  resuTTQCtion.'^  You  here  make  refeieaces  only, 
which  I  may  answer  by  references  o. 

7.  You  run  counter  to  all  antiquity y  in  pretendii^  that 
two  Persons  may  not  be,  or  are  not,  one  God.  To  thb  you 
reply,  thai  the  one  God,  you  think,  always,  in  the  Ante- 
Niceae  writers,  signifies  the  Father.  I  have  deibonstrated 
the  contrary.    However,  if  both  together  be  ever  cafled 

«  Defence^  vol.  L  p.  192,  &c.  See  abore  on^Jt^ery  xyiii. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qv.xxvi.      OF   SOME   QUERIES.  445 

God,  or  included  in  that  singular  title,  it  conies  to  the 
same  thing,  though  the  word  one  be  away. 

8.  You  contradict  all  the  andenis,  in  saying,  that  "  the 
^  title  of  God,  in  Scripture,  in  an  absolute  construction, 
*'  always  signifies  the  Father."  The  quotations  of  the 
ancients  from  the  Old  Testament  have  been  abundantly 
vindicated  above.     See  Query  II. 

9.  You  run  counter  to  all  antiquity^  in  admitting  an  in-- 
ferior  God  besides  the  supreme;  and  allowing  religious 
ivorship  to  both.  You  appeal  to  St.  Paul,  which  I  have 
often  shown  to  be  a  weak  plea;  and  it  is  here  foreign. 
The  ancients  never  understood  St.  Paul  in  any  such  sense, 
but  the  contrary.  You  have  therefore  no  plea  from  the 
Anle-Nicene  Fathers,  which  was  the  point  in  hand. 

10.  You  contradict  all  antiquity ,  in  denying  the  Son  to 
be  "  efficient  Cause  of  the  universe.**  You  now  say,  you 
*^  do  not  deny  if,"  which  I  am  very  glad  of:  there  is  one 
point  gained.  You  did  before,  in  opposing  efficient  to  in'- 
strumentaly  and  reserving  the  first  to  the  Father  only. 
You  now  say,  the  Son  is  not  the  *^  original  efficient  Cause.*' 
This  is  ill  expressed,  and  worse  meant :  but  do  you  ever 
find  the  ancients  making  two  causes  ? 

11.  You  run  counter  to  all  antiquity,  in  supposing  (not 
saying)  the  Son  to  be  a  creature.  That  you  suppose  it, 
and  really  mean  it,  under  other  terms,  hath  been  shown  P. 

I  a.  You  contradict  all  antiquity  in  resolving  the  foun- 
dation  of  the  Son's  personal  Godhead  into  the  power  and 
dominion  which  you  suppose  him  advanced  to  after  his 
resurrection.  It  is  your  express  doctrine.  Collect,  of 
Queries,  p.  75. 

13.  You  run  counter  to  all  the  ancients  in  supposing 
the  Logos  to  have  supplied  the  place  of  a  human  soul ; 
and  making  the  Logos,  as  such,  passible.  As  to  the 
former  part  of  this  charge,  you  have  given  broad  hints, 
up  and  down,  in  this  reply :  as  to  the  latter  part,  it  is,  or 
was,  your  express  doctrine.     Collect,  of  Queries,  p.  143. 

p  See  my  Supplement,  toI.  ii.  p.  354,  &c. 
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Let  the  reader  now  judge  of  your  repeated  boasts  of 
antiquity :  such  as  none  could  ever  have  made,  but  the 
same  that  could  espy  Arianism  in  our  Liturgy  and  our 
Articles^  and  bring  the  Creeds  of  the  Church  to  speak  the 
language  of  heresy. 

Query  XXVII. 

Whether  the^leamed  Doctor  may  not  reasonably  be  sup- 
posed to  say^  the  Fathers  are  on  his  side,  with  the  same 
meaning  and  reserve  as  he  pretends  our  Church  forms  to 
favour  him;  that  isy  provided  he  may  interpret  as  he 
pleases,  and  make  them  speak  his  serine,  however  contra^ 
dictory  to  their  own ;  and  whether  the  true  reason  why 
he  does  not  care  to  admit  the  testimonies  of  the  Fathers 
as  proofs,  may  not  be,  because  they  are  against  him  ? 

YOU  ask  me  whether  I  admit  the  testimonies  of  the 
Fathers  as  proofs,  since  I  disapprove  of  the  Doctor's  mak- 
ing them  illustrations  only. 

You  think,  it  had  been  just  ifi  me  to  declare  upon  this 
head.  Verily,  I  thought  I  had  declared?  plainly,  that 
I  admit  their  testimonies  as  proofs,  two  ways:  certain 
proofs,  in  many  cases,  of  the  Church's  doctrine  in  that 
age ;  probable  proofs  of  what  the  doctrine  was  from  the 
beginning.  In  respect  of  the  latter,  they  are  inferior  ad- 
ditional proofs,  when  compared  with  plain  Scripture-proof: 
of  no  moment  if  Scripture  is  plainly  contrary;  but  of 
great  moment  where  Scripture  looks  the  same  way,  be- 
cause they  help  to  fix  the  true  interpretation  in  any  dis- 
puted texts.  I  build  no  article  of  faith  upon  the  Fathers, 
but  upon  Scripture  alone.  If  the  sense  of  Scripture  be 
disputed,  the  concurring  sentiments  of  the  Fathers  in  any 
doctrine  will  be,  generally,  the  best  and  safest  comments 
upon  Scripture,  so  far  as  concerns  that  doctrine :  just  as 
the  practice  of  courts,  and  the  decisions  of  eminent  law- 

p  Detence,  vol.  L  321. 
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yerSy  are  the  best  comments  upon  an  act  of  Parliament 
made  in  or  near  their  own  times :  though  it  be  neverthe- 
less true,  that  the  obedience  of  the  subject  rests  solely 
upon  the  taws  of  the  l^ndj  as  its  rule  and  measure. 

You  proceed  to  vindicate  some  translations  of  the  Doc- 
tor's, which  I  had  found  fault  with.  But  you  are  first 
wrapped  up  in  admiration  of  the  Doctor's  performance; 
that  so  **  acute  a  man,  &c.  could  not  find  above  twenty 
"  passages  to  cavil  at,  in  a  book  of  near  five  hundred 
**  pages  full  of  quotations.'*  Whether  it  was  cavilling 
shall  be  seen  presently.  But  you  will  remember,  that, 
besides  a  general  charge  of  want  of  pertinence  in  many, 
and  of  great  unfairness  Q  in  the  whole  course  of  them ;  I 
had  over  and  above  taken  notice  of  particular  faults,  very 
great  ones,  in  the  Doctor's  versions.  And  surely  twenty 
faults  of  this  kind  were  enough  for  one  man  to  commit 
within  the  compass  of  about  three  hundred  pages :  for  I 
examined  no  farther »",  having  found  and  noted  a  sufficient 
number  for  my  purpose ;  which  was  to  awaken  the  read- 
er's caution,  and  to  prevent  his  relying  too  implicitly 
upon  the  Doctor's  representations.  And  you  will  consi- 
der, that  it  was  not  merely  for  inaccuracy  in  his  transla- 
tions, that  I  blamed  him,  (such  as  a  man  may  innocently 
commit,  or  sometimes  choose,  to  save  time  or  pains,  when 
the  cause  is  not  concerned  in  it,  or  when  it  is  not  material 
whether  a  scrupulous  exactness  be  observed  or  no,)  but 
it  was  for  his  mistranslating  such  parts  of  what  he  cited, 
as  were  of  greatest  moment  to  the  question  in  hand,  and 
his  industriously  warping  them  to  his  own  hypothesis. 
You  do  well  to  labour  this  point :  for  indeed  the  Doc- 
tor's integrity^  or  fidelity  ^  to  say  no  more,  is  pretty  deeply 
concerned  in  it;  though  my  design  was,  not  to  expose 
his  character yhwt  to  prevent  the  deception  of  the  reader. 
They  who  desire  to  reexamine  this  matter,  may  please  to 

<i  See  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  314,  &c. 

'  The  learned  reader  will  observe  more  instances  of  like  kind,  in  Script. 
Doctr.  p.  295,  296,  297,  304,  312,  314,  322.  2d  edit  The  most  shameful 
of  them  is  a  version,  in  p.  312,  of  a  passage  cited  at  the  bottom  of  p.  311. 
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look  into  my  Defence,  that  I  msj  not  be  at  tbe  trouUe 
of  repeating. 

1.  In  the  first  pasiage,  I  com^dained  of  two  false  ren- 
derings 5  one  of  the  words,  owe  f  if  ia/mpiciVf  another  of  the 
word  otwauya^pM,  in  both  which  the  Doctor  served  his 
hypothesis^  obliquely,  against  the  sense  of  the  author. 
You  cannot,  you  do  not  pretend  that  his  version  was  just: 
I  cited  as  far  as  was  necessary  to  show  that  it  was  not. 
What  then  ?  You  pretend  I  leave  out  the  only  words  for 
the  sake  of  which  the  Doctor  cited  it.  I  left  out  no 
words  that  were  at  all  necessary  to  show  the  sense  of  the 
author,  or  to  judge  of  the  Doctor's  version.  It  was  un- 
doubtedly the  Ddctor*s  business  either  not  to  cite  or 
translate  the  author  at  all,  or  to  render  his  words  Mth- 
fnlly,  so  far  as  he  did  pretend  to  translate  from  him. 
And  though  tbe  Doctor's  particular  design,  in  that  pas- 
sage, might  be  to  show  that  Athanasius  allowed  the  Fa- 
ther to  be  styled  the  only  God,  (Mark  xii.  32.)  yet  he 
had  a  more  general  design  running  through  his  perform- 
ance, which  was  to  keep  the  reader  in  the  dark  as  to  the 
ancient  way  of  understanding  it,  in  opposition  to  false 
gods,  or  idols  only :  to  serve  which  general  design>  ho 
perverted  the  sense  of  that  passage  in  his  iranslaiiotn 
of  it. 

%.  The  second  passage  "  which  the  Doctor  had  mis- 
translated, you  are  willing  to  correct,  in  some  measure, 
by  leaving  out  the  word  most.  But  you  will  stiU  have  it 
absolutely  and  strictly  God^  instead  of  really  God :  which 
might  not  be  much  amiss,  had  not  the  Doctor  made  such 
frequent  ill  use  of  absolutely ,  in  respect  of  the  Father ; 
intending  therein  an  opposition  to  God  the  Son*s  beii^ 
absolutely  God.  This  was  not  the  meaning  of  Athana- 
sius, who  meant  no  opposition  but  to  idols^,  I  observed, 
that  Athanasius  would  have  said,  or  had  said,  in  other 


*  th  lU^fM  Mt)  h^m  Siira  But,  r«»  r#v  X^<#rM/  ««iri^«,     Jthtm.  comtr, 
Gent,  p.  9. 
«  See  mf  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  303. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qd.  XXVII.       OF   SOME  QUERIES.  449 

words,  as  much  of.  the  Sotiy  as  he  has  there  said  of  the 
Fath^.  To  which  you  reply,  that  you  **  will  not  under- 
**  take  to  answer  what  Athanasius  would  have  said,  were 
*'  I  to  indite  for  him :  but  you  deny  that  he  has  said  it/* 
I  showed  before  what  Athanashis  had  said,  in  that  very 
treatise ",  namely,  that  the  Son  is  the  cSv,  signifying  em- 
pkatical  existence ;  which  amounts  to  the  same  thing  he 
hod  before  said  of  the  Father.  And  to  show  farther, 
what  Athanasius  would  have  said,  I  have  quoted  in  the 
margin  what  he  really  has  said,  in  a  treatise  ^  annexed  to 
the  other,  written  at  the  same  tin^e,  and  being  a  second 
part  to  it,  so  that  they  may  be  justly  esteemed  one  trea- 
tise. He  there  teaches  us  to  worship  the  Son  only,  and 
he  styles  him  trtie  God.  These  things  put  together 
amount  to  full  as  much  as  was  said  of  the  Father  Y  in  the 
passage  cited  by  the  Doctor;  namely,  rov  aXij-^ivJv  xa)  oV- 
Tflo^  ovTu  0fov,  signifying  that  he  is  the  true  Gody  and  that 
he  exists  emphatically :  and  it  is  manifest,  that  Athana- 
sius intended  no  opposition  to  the  Son,  in  what  he  said  of 
the  Father,  but  to  idols  only. 

3.  As  to  the  third  place  which  I  found  fault  with,  you 
would  persuade  us  that  the  Doctor  was  very  favourable 
in  bis  translation,  and  took  the  least  advantage  possible. 
I  blamed  him  for  his  rendering  ^*  fer  above  all  derivative 
*^  being,*^  intending  thereby  to  include  the  Son  5  as  if 
Athanasius  meant  that  the  Father  was  far  above  the  Son: 
whereas  if  it  be  rendered,  as  it  ought  to  be,yar  above  all 
created  being;  it  would  then  be  plain  that  this  passage 
relates  not  to  the  Son  at  all,  but  to  creatures  only.  But 
the  Doctor,  you  now  say,  might  have  translated  it  **  far 


**  'O  it  Qtif  £f  Wri  net)  9V  fvf^rof,  ^to  xai  i  rovnv  Aeytf  £$  Wn  xai  »u  ^vvBt^ 

T»t,  iXkk  iJf  JMW  fiBPiytms  Btof ^s  &y»^»s  vSf  \ttur»v  iJytf  ««)  mhvSf  Sm  &%f 

vnv  nfura^mf  iutxvCt^ff  xeti  xtAifm^n-    Athan,  cofitr.  Gent,  p.  40. 

»  Tlmrr»x*^  rnv  rov  Aoyeu  Buirnra  fikiitMt,  tvx  tn  fch  A^arareu  w-igJ  0i«/, 
fiifit  M  T9»r»9  v^a^xvviT,  xeti  it*  aurtS  »»X.eif  ^iv  vxrifm  ytwfxii.     Ibid,  p.  87. 

'Eyvar^/r^  Sitfr  k\fii^n§Sy  Qtw  Bt§s  Kiyos,  P.  88. 

y  ^T^tt^^ixMcb  viwnt  yt^'nit  #&r/«#  ^  'rw.  KfttrroS  trmr^^,    JthafUU*  contf'* 
Cent  p.  39. 

VOL.  III.  O  g 
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"  above  all  begotten  being/'  He  might,  indeed,  have  done 
so,  and  have  thereby  shown  himself  as  ill  a  critic,  as  be- 
fore a  partial  writer.  For  what  if  some  copies  read  ytwij- 
T^;,  with  double  y,  instead  of  single ;  is  any  thing  more 
common  than  mistakes  of  that  kind?  A  little  lower,  in 
the  same  page,  the  editions  had  yewr^row  instead  of  yirq- 
TMv  '•  The  sense  must  determine  us  in  such  cases,  and  a 
critical  judgment  of  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  same 
treatise.  One  thing  is  certain,  that  however  7«yjjTiif  be 
rendered,  the  Doctor  is  entirely  false  in  ranking  the  Son 
under  ysvrj'i^  ou<r/af,  because  Athanasius,  in  the  very  page, 
clearly  exempts  him  from  the  toL  yiv^rct,  from  created  ie- 
ings.  You  may,  if  you  please,  say,  from  the  begotten  be- 
ings, and  justify  it  in  the  same  way  as  you  pretend  to 
justify  the  other.  The  late  learned  editor  of  Athanasius 
easily  perceived  that  the  word  should  be  ywojr^;  in  one 
place,  and  ymjToJv  in  the  other :  gmd  so  it  stands  corrected 
in  his  edition. 

4.  I  found  fault  with  the  Doctor's  translation  of  a  place 
in  Eusebius*,  wherein  he  was  doubly  blameable:  first, 
for  tripping  in  his  logic,  by  opposing  efficient  to  ministe- 
rial cause,  when  the  same  may  be  both  efficient  and  mini- 
sterial; and  secondly,  for  fauUering  in  a  momentous  arti* 
cle  of  faith,  excluding  God  the  Son  from  being  efficient 
Cause  of  all  things.  Upon  this  you  are  in  a  vehement 
passion:  it  is  "sl  cavil,  most  ridiculous,  as  well  as  unjust." 
I  am  not  displeased  to  hear  you  say  so ;  because  now  I 


^  wKT^g  ivat^X**  ^•tf  &C.  p.  39.  ed.  Bened.  Comp.  Orat  i.  c  56.  p.  460, 
&c.  which,  if  there  be  any  doubt,  will  detemiine  the  memning  of  the  phraae 

iX.X§t  rit  ytvnrSvf  &C» 

*  Ov^  ^  nvr^S,  i<pn,  ikkii  It  mvt^S'  7/  hftit  muntlfv^i}  lir)  r^y  «^y  S!XMt  wm- 
nrmnf  r«S  lemr^  «vSfyr<«v.    Euseb.  EccL  TheoL  lib.  i.  c.  20. 

The  Doctor's  ira$ulaHon,  or  paraphrase, 

«  Whereas  he  might  have  expressed  it  thti8>  AU  tlungs  were  made  by  him, 
<'  as  the  ^jficient  Cause ;  he  does  not  so  express  it,  but  thus ;  All  things 
'*  were  made  by  him  as  the  ministering  Cause;  that  so  be  might  refer  us  to 
*'  the  supreme powfir  and  effidency  of  the  Father,  as  the  Maker  of  all  things.'* 
Scryffi*  Doct,  p.  89.  alias  79^ 
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may  be  confident  that  what  I  said  was  very  right,  just, 
and  unanswerable.  It  is  an  observation  the  reader  may 
J^ave  made,  which  will  not  be  found  to  foil  in  any  one  in- 
stance, that  whenever  you  throw  out  this  kind  of  lan- 
guage, it  is  a  certain  mark  of  your  distress,  and  of  your 
not  being  able  to  make  any  solid  reply.  Let  us  see  whe- 
ther it  does  not  hold  true  here,  as  well  as  in  former  in- 
stances. The  Doctor's  translation^  you  say,  **  does  not 
*^  exclude  the  Son  from  any  proper  efficiency,  but  from 
^^  supreme  self-authoritative  efficiency."  You  may  be  a 
better  judge  than  I,  of  what  the  Doctor  believes,  or  main- 
tains upon  second  thoughts :  but  I  may  presume  to  judge 
of  a  written  translation.  And,  I  say,  it  is  plain  from  his 
opposing  efficient  (not  supreme  efficient)  to  ministerial, 
that,  unless  his  wits  were  absent,  he  intended  as  much  to 
-say  that  the  Son  was  not  efficient  Cause,  as  that  the  Fa- 
ther was  not  ministerial.  He  continues  the  same  thought 
all  along,  concluding  the  Father  to  be  the  Maker  (not  5«- 
preme  Maker  only)  of  all  things  ;  therein  showing  his  SU" 
preme  power  and  efficiency.  This  is  the  obvious  sense  of 
the  Doctor's  version.  But  I  am  not  sorry  to  find,  that 
either  the  Doctor  or  you  are  coming  off  from  it,  and  ap- 
proaching nearer  to  Catholic  principles:  though  it  still 
!ook^  a  little  suspicious,  that  you  are  every  where  scru- 
pulous of  styling  the  Son  Creator,  or  Maker,  and  will 
never  say  that  he  created  by  his  oivn  power,  but  by  the 
power  of  the  Father. 

5.  I  found  fault  with  the  Doctor's  partial  rendering  a 
place  of  St.  Chrysostom^,  and  cutting  the  quotation 
«hort.  You  repeat  (p.  46a.)  the  same  thing  that  the 
Doctor  had  pleaded  for  himself;  and  which  I  showed  to 
be  insufficient,  in  my  Appendix.  As  to  Basil,  the  Doc- 
tor had  dealt  as  partially  by  him^.  Basil  makes  the 
Son's  inherent  power  equal  to  the  Father's ;  and  in  that 
sense  says,  that  as  to  power,  he  is  equal  and  the  same. 
The  Doctor  means  no  more  than  that  the  Son's  povvrer 

^  Defence,  p.  561,  304,  347.  <=  Page  304, 
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(however  unequal)  is  derived  froin  the  Father,  and  in  that 
sense  they  are  one  in  power.  Now,  I  say,  Basil's  idea 
and  the  Doctor's  are  very  different :  and  the  Doctor  was 
sensible  of  it ;  dropping  the  word  equal  in  his  version  of 
Basil.  Basil  should  not  have  been  quoted,  as  agreeing  in 
the  things  when  he  agrees  only  in  the  name.  You  say, 
Basil  could  not  mean  that  the  Son's  power  is  coordinate. 
But  he  certainly  meant,  and  said,  that  the  Son's  power  is 
equal:  let  the  Doctor  say  this,  and  our  dispute  is  ended. 
It  is  plain,  that  Basil's  reason  for  the  Father  and  Son  le^ 
ing  onei  is  quite  another  than  what  the  Doctor's  is;  and 
that  the  Doctor's  notion  of  one  in  power  is  not  Basil's 
notion  <*.  Why  then  was  he  quoted,  and  mistranslated, 
to  confirm  an  interpretation  entirely  different  from,  nay, 
contrary  to  his  own  ? 

6.  I  found  fa,ult  with  the  Doctor's  partial  rendering  a 
noble  passage  of  Irenaeus^.  That  Irenaeud  was  not  speak^ 
ing  of  the  Son,  considered  in  a  representative  capacity, 
(which  the  Doctor,  witbput  any  warrant  ^,  would  express 
Vy  ^V  H'Og(pYi  Geovy)  is  manifest  from  Irenaeus's  referring  to 
John  i.  I.  which  describes  the  Son  as  God,  before  that  fic»- 
titious  representation  the  Doctor  speal^s  of.  Therefore 
the  T^  ^s'i^^v  'xa)  evh^ov,  in  that  place  of  Irenseus,  is  to  be 
understood  of  the  antecedent  character  which  belonged  to 
^od.the  Son,  before  the  world  was;  and  not  of  any  sub- 
Bequent  representation. 

7.  I  took  notice  s  of  a  passage  in  Justin  cited  by  the 
Doctor,  and  truly  rendered,  but  set  in  a  false  light  to  de- 
ceive the  reader;  as  if  God  the  Son  were  not  himself 
Creator,  and  God  of  Abraham,  but  one  personating  the 
Creator,  and  God  of  Abraham. 

^  liie  Doctor,  by  power,  seems  to  mean  moral  power ;  such  as  moraUsts 
define  to  be  that  bj  which  a  person  is  enabled  to  do  a  thing  law/uUy  and 
with  moral  effects:  t>at  Basil  means  natural  power.  The  i>octor  interprets 
the  text  of  Christ's  assuming  to  himself  the  power  and  (mthority  ^f  God, 
Reply,  p.  147.    See  also  p,  136,  254. 

•  Sec  my  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  305,  348. 
*■  See  my  Serpions,  vol.  li.  p.  94. 

*  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  305. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Qu.  XXVII.     OF  SOME  QUERIES.  453 

1  observed,  that  the  Doctor  could  not  have  confuted 
the  Jew,  as  Justin  did,  while  he  goes  upon  the  supposi- 
tion of  the  Son^s  personating  the  Father:  a  plain  and  evi- 
dent token  of  the  Doctor's  misunderstanding  and  misre- 
presenting his  author,  when  he  makes  a  great  part  of  the 
Dialogue  nonsense,  to  bring  it  to  his  hypothesis.  For  how 
should  Justin  ever  prove  that  there  was  a  divine  Person, 
distinct  from  angels,  one  that  was  really  God,  God  of 
Abraham,  &c.  if  the  person  pretended  to  be  such,  was 
only  personating  the  God  of  Abraham,  and  was  not  him- 
self God  ?  Might  not  the  Jew  insist  upon  it,  that  it  was 
an  angel  only,  personating  God?  Why  must  it  be  an- 
other, who  was  really  God  of  Abraham  as  well  as  the 
Father^?  The  whole  drift  of  Justin's  argument  is  entirely 
defeated  by  such  a  fiction  of  personating :  which  makes 
it  evident  that  Justin  had  no  such  notion,  but  the  quite 
contrary.  You  do  not  pretend  to  say  that  the  Doctor, 
upon  his  principles,  could  have  confuted  the  Jew  in  the 
same  way  with  Justin :  only  you  say,  ^'  He  never  thought 
^*  of  confuting  him  upon  mine."  But  it  is  manifest  that 
he  did  confute  him  upon  this  principle,  that  there  was  a 
Person,  besides  the  Father,  God  of  Abraham,  really  so,  in 
his  own  Person,  because  so  described  in  Scripture :  and 
therefore  there  exists  a  divine  Person,  besides  the  Father, 
Son  of  that  Father;  which  was  to  be  proved.  Your 
weak  pretences  about  the  Son's  ministering^  and  his  not 
being  supreme  God  because  of  that,  have  been  often  an- 
swered. 

8.  I  took  notice  of  some  things  of  a  slighter  kind ;  but 
such  as  betrayed  too  much  leaning  to  an  hypothesis,  and 
tended  to  convey  false  ideas  to  the  common  reader  *.    And 

h  For  if  he  alwnys  spake  in  the  name,  &c.  of  the  Father,  bo  texts  could 
be  brought  to  prore  htm  Lord  God,  because  Lord  God  would  express  the 
Perton  and  authority  of  the  Father :  but  it  is  evident,  that  Justin,  Irenaeus, 
and  others,  do  professedly  cite  passages  of  Scripture  to  prove  the  Son  to  be 
Lord  God:  that  title  or  name  then,  no  less  expresses  the  Person  and  autho- 
rity of  the  Son,  than  of  the  Father,  True  Script,  Doctr,  Continued,  p.  146. 

*  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  306. 
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though  the  alteration  in  such  cases  may  appear  slight, 
like  the  change  of  a  figure  or  a  cypher  in  an  account ; 
yet  is  it  very  mischievous,  and,  if  designedly  done,  very 
dishonest. 

9.  I  blamed  jhe  Doctor  ^  for  skipping  over  some  very 
material  words  of  Novatian.  Do  you  deny  the  fact? 
No :  but  you  insist  upon  it,  that  Novatian  has  a  great 
deal  which  may  look  for  your  purpose.  I  allowed  as 
much  before :  only,  as  the  words  were  capable  of  a  Ca- 
tholic meaning,  and  must  be  determined  to  that  meaning 
if  some  parts  of  the  sentence  are  incapable  of  any  other; 
I  desired  that  the  words  per  subslantice  communionemy  by 
communion  of  substance^  (which  the  Doctor  had  unfairly 
omitted,)  might  be  brought  in,  to  end  the  dispute* 

As  to  Novatian's  real  principles,  I  have  given  you  my 
thoughts  above.  He  takes  a  particular  way  in  the  re- 
solving the  unity,  very  like  to  yours :  yet  he  maintains 
the  eternity  ^  and  consuhstantiality  of  God  the  Son;  where- 
in he  differs  as  much  from  you,  as  he  agrees  with  me. 
The  subordination  he  expresses  in  very  strong  words,  but 
yet  such  as  do  not  amount  to  an  infeiiority  of  nature. 

You  intimate,  that  the  author  intended  an  inequality  of 
perfections^  and  not  merely  an  inequality  in  respect  of  ort'' 
ginal :  which  is  more  than  Novalian's  words  prove ;  or, 
at  least,  than  they  appear  to  me  to  prove.    I  shall  give 


^  Defence,  rol.  i.  p.  30^. 

1  As  to  Noratian's  supposiog  the  Father  prior  to  the  Son^  I  accoanted 
for  it  in  my  Defence,  roh  i  p.  99, 100.  I  ediall  here  add  a  few  paralld  ex- 
pressions from  other  Catholic  writers,  wlio  undoubtedly  beliered  the  coeter- 

Ex  quo  ostenditnr  semper  fuisse  vaporem  istum  tirtutis  Dei,  nullum 
habentem  iiUtmm  tsiri  ipsum  Deum :  neque  enim  decebat  aliud  ei  esse  ini- 
tium  niri  ipsum  unde  est  et  nasdtur.    Pamphil,  Apology  p.  230. 

PrimitiTUS  est  dictus  quia  prater  Pairem,  cui  etiam  co4rtemus  est  divini- 
tate,  cum  Spiqtu  Sancto,  amte  ipsum  nullus  est  primus.  Zen^  yeronens, 
Serm.  in  Exod.  ix. 

contr.  Ewwm,  lib.  ii.  p.  735. 
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the  passage  in  the  margin  «*,  which  must  decide  this  mat- 
ter. Novatian  there  many  ways  expresses  the  same  thing, 
that  had  the  Father  and  Son  been  equal  in  respect  of  ori* 
ginalf  had  they  both  been  underived  or  unbegotten,  there 
might  then  have  been  just  pretence  for  making  them  /ayo 
Gods.  .  He  adds,  that  had  they  been  both  invisible  and 
incomprehensible y  they  had  then  been  two  Gods.  To  un- 
derstand which,  we  are  to  remember  that  it  was  the  ge- 
neral doctrine  of  the  Fathers,  that  God  the  Son  might  be 
visible  and  appear  in  a  place,  per  assumptas  species,  by  ri- 
sible  symbols ;  but  that  God  the  Father  might  not,  it  be- 
ing unsuitable  to  the  character  of  the  Jirst  Person  to  be 
senty  and  consequently  to  appear  in  that  manner.  Upon 
this  hypothesisy  had  the  Son  been  invisible  and  incompre^ 
hensible,  in  such  a  sense  as  the  Father  was  conceived  to 
be,  it  would  have  been  the  same  thing  as  if  he  had  been 
another  Father y  or  another  first  Person ;  and  that  would 
infer  two  Gods.  He  is  not  therefore  speaking  of  any  dif- 
ference as  to  essential  perfectionsy  but  only  of  the  differ- 
ence between  di  first  and  second  Person;  that  one  could 
not  be  senty  or  become  visible  and  confined  to  a  place  in 
any  sense :  the  other  might  in  such  a  sense  as  hath  been 
mentioned,  viz.  by  symbols  of  his  presence.  Otherwise 
Novatian  admits  the  Son  in  his  own  nature  to  be  om- 
nipreserUy  as  well  as  the  Father^  as  is  plain  from  his 

»  Si  enim  naHu  non  fuisset,  innattu  oomparatus  cum  eo  qui  esset  tnna- 
tuiy  squatione  in  utroquc  ostensa,  duos  faceret  innatos,  et  ideo  duos  faceret 
Deos,  Si  twn  genitus  esset,  collatus  cum  eo  (qui)  genitus  non  esset,  et 
nquales  inventi,  dnos  Deos  merito  reddidissent  non  gehiH;  atque  ideo  duos 
Chrifttus  reddidisset  Deos.  Si  sine  origme  esset,  ut  Pater,  inventus,  et  ipse 
principinm  omnium,  ut  Pater,  duo  fodens  fnineyriOy  duos  ostendisset  nobis 
consequenter  et  Deos.  Aut  si  et  ipse  Filius  non  esset,  sed  Pater  generans 
de  «e  «lterum  fllium,  merito  collatus  cum  Patre,  et  tantus  denotatus,  duos 
Pittres  effecisset,  et  ideo  duos  approbasaet  etiam  Deos.  Si  invisifriUs  fnisset 
€um  iuTinbili  collatus,  par  expressus,  duos  mvisUnles  ostendUsset,  et  ideo 
duos  oomprobasset  et  Deos.  Si  mcomprehensiUUs,  u  et  oetera  quecunque 
•ant  Patrisi  merito  dicimus,  dnorum  Deorum  quam  isti  confingunt  contro- 
Terdam  snscitasset.  Nunc  autem  quicqnid  est,  non  ex  ae  est,  quia  nee  i»- 
tUUus  est.    Novat,  c.  31 . 
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words'*.  See  this  pomi  more  fully  cleared  in  Bishop 
Bulls  The  whole  course  and  tenor  of  Novatian's  dis- 
course tends  only  to  this,  that  there  is  but  one  Head,  viz. 
the  Father^  to  whom  the  Son  himself,  his  sulstauce,\as 
power,  and  perfections  are  referred,  and  in  whom  they 
centre ;  that  there  is  a  difference  of  order  because  of  that 
headship ;  and  Jthat^  conformably  thereto,  the  Son  in  aH 
things  acts  subordinatelt/j  ministers  to  the  Father,  and  ex- 
ecutes inferior  offices  under  him,  as  a  son  to  a  father,  not 
as  a  sa-vant  to  his  lord.  This  is  all  that  Novatian's 
words  strictly  amount  to :  and  though  he  speaks  of  the 
subjection  of  the  Sop,  it  does  not  necessarily  mean  any 
thing  mpre  than  that  voluntary  economy  which  God  the 
Son  underwent,  and  which  would  not  have  been  proper 
for  the  Father  himself  to  have  submitted  to,  because  not 
suitable  to  the  order  of  the  Persons. 

One  passage  I  must  here  give,  because  we  differ  chiefly 
about  what  that  passage  contains.  The  literal  version  runs 
thusP : 

"  Whose  Godhead  is  so  delivered,  as  not  to  s^pear  to 
•*  make  two  Gods,  either  by  a  disagreement  or  inequality 
•*  of  Godhead.    For  all  things  being  by  the  Father  made 

B  Si  homo  tantammodo  Cbristus,  quomoda  adest  ubique  invocatas  ?  Cum 
li»c  hominis  natura  non  sit  sed  Dei,  nt  adesse  omni  loco  possit  Novai, 
cap.  15.    See  True  Script.  Doctr.  Continued,  p.  170. 

•  Bull.  D.  F.  sect  ir.  cap.  3. 

p  Cujus  sic  divinitas  traditur,  ut  non  aut  dissonaniia,  aut  iMequaUtale  £« 
rinitatia,  duos  Deos  reddidisserideatur..  Subjectis  c^iim  ei,  quasi  Filio^omni* 
busr  rebus  ^  Patre,  dum-  ipse  oum  bis  quas  illi  subjecta  sunt,  Patri  sua  8ub« 
jicitur,  Patris  quidem  sui  Filiua  probatur,  csterorum  autem  et  Donunos  et 
Deus  e;sse  reperitur.  £x  quo  dum  huic  qui  est  Deus>  omnia  subslracta  (leg;. 
substrata)  traduntur,  et  cuncta  sibi  subj^ta  Ftlius  accepta  refert  Patri,  totam 
dirinitatis  auctoritatem  rursus  Fatri  reraittit;  unus  Deus  ostenditur  veras  et 
eternus  Pater,  a  quo  solo  b»c  vis  divimitatis  emissa,  etiam  in  Filivm  tradita 
et  directa,  rurswin/»6r  substantue  commumanem  ad  Patoem  revcdTitnciDeas 
quidem  oatenditur  Filius  cm  dirinitas  tradita  et  porrecta  coiwpicitnr.^:et 
tameajiibilominus  unus  Deus  Pater  probatur ;  dum  gradatim  peciprooa  tneatu 
ilia  majestas  atque  divinitas  ad  Patrem,  qui  dederat  eam,  mrsum  ab  iUo  ipso 
Filio  missa  rerertitur,  et  retorquetur.    JVwat,  cap.  3i. . 
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(f  subject  to  him,  as  to  a  Son,  while  be  himself,  with 
^^  those  things  which  are  made  subject  to  him,  is  subject 
*'  to  his  Father :  he  is  shown  indeed  to  be  the  Son  of  his 
^^  Father ;  but  is  found  to  be  Lord  and  Grod  of  all  things 
^^  else.  .  And  since  all  things  are  thus  subjected  to  him 
^  (ike  Son)  who  is  God,  and  since  he  owes  their  beinjg 
"  made  subject  under  him  to  the  Father,  he  again  refers 
^*  back  to  the  Father  all  the  authority  of  the  Godhead  t 
^'  and  so  the  Father  is  shown  to  be  the  one  true  and 
*'  eternal  God,  from  whom  alone  this  efflux  of  the  God- 
**  head  being  sent  out  and  condmunicated  to  the  Son,  re- 
*'  volves  again  to  the  Father  by  communion  of  substance^ 
**  The  Son  is  indeed  shown  to  be  Grod,  as  the  Godhead  is 
^<  communicated  and  delivered  to  him:  but  at  the  same 
"  time  the  Father  is  nevertheless  the  one  God,  while  that 
'*  very  Majesty  and  Godhead  is,  by  a  reciprocal  course, 
^^  returned,  and  referred  up  again  from  the  Son,  to  the 
*f  Father  that  gave  it-" 

This  is,  I  think,  a  fair  and  true  rendering  of  Novatian : 
only  I  am  now  to  justify  such  parts  of  it  as  you  will  be 
apt  to  except  against.  Instead  of  inequality y  you  choose 
the  reverse,  viz.  equality ;  upon  some  slender  suspicions 
of  your  own  against  the  faith  of  the  copies.  Conjectural 
emendations  ought  never  to  be  admitted,  but  upon  the 
greatest  necessity.  For  it  often  happens  that  men  please 
themselves  awhile  with  reasons  that  look  plausible ;  but 
when  the  thing  comes  to  be  well  considered,  reasons  as 
plausible,  or  more  so,  may  appear  on  the  other  side.  It 
has  been  urged,  in  this  very  case,  by  a  learned  gentle-^ 
man^l,  that  what  you  would  make  a  reason  for  non  cequali-- 
tate,  is  sufficiently  answered  by  the  words,  non  dissonantia 
diviniiatis.  For  had  the  Father  and  Son  been  equally 
unoriginatCy  there  would  h^ve  been  dissonantioy  aco^rding 
to  Novatian';  a  disagreement  of  two  independent  Deities, 

<i  Tme  Scripture  BoftPineContnnied,  p.  172. 

^*  Dam  non  mlitmde  est  qnam  ex  Patre,  Patri  sno  originem  saam  debenB, 
ditcordiam  dwimtatis  de  numero  duorum  Deorum  facere  non  potoit.  Novate 
cap.  31. 
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without  any  Sonshipy  which  makes  the  union^.  Hence 
then  Novatian  excludes  equality  of  original,  by  the  words 
non  dissoTianiia ;  but  at  the  same  time  teaches  an  equality 
of  nature,  or  Godhead,  that  he  might  avoid  the  opposite 
extreme.  And  this  is  but  suitable  to  the  very  tenor  of 
his  discourse,  there  and  elsewhere.  For  how  can  there 
be  a  communication  of  substance  and  Godhead,  without 
the  supposition  of  equality  of  nature  and  Godhead  P  A 
little  before,  he  had  said,  the  JVord  was  divine  substance^ : 
and  he  here  speaks  of  the  Godhead  being  communicated, 
or  imparted  to  the  Son,  and  revolving  again  to  the  Father 
as  the  Head  or  Fountain.  Besides  that,  Novatian  is  known 
to  make  the  Son  as  truly  of  the  same  nature  with  the  Fa- 
ther, as  any  man  is  of  the  same  human  nature  with  his 
Father".  What  is  this  but,  in  other  words,  declaring 
equality  of  nature  or  Godhead?  There  is  therefore  no 
reason  for  altering  Novatian's  text^ :  however  positively 
you  may  express  yourself  on  that  head. 


*  Si  ftmbo  Tocarentur  Patres,  essent  profecto  natura  dissimUes :  uiius* 
qaisque  enim  ex  semetipso  constaret,  et  communem  substantiam  cum  altera 
non  haberet ;  nee  Deiias  una  easet,  qnibus  una  natura  non  easet.  Fkigent 
Re^,  eontr,  Arieuu  p.  52. 

Duos  autem  Daos  dicere  non  possumns,  nee  debemns :  non  qnod  Filiui 
Dei  DeuB  non  sit,  imo  veras  Deus  de  Deo  vero ;  sed  quia  non  aliunde  qnam 

de  ipao  nno  Patre  Dei  Filium  novimns,  proinde  nnntt  Deum  dicimus. Si 

Terns  Deus  est,  et  de  Patre  non  est,  duo  sunt,  habentes  singuli  et  Ycduntates 
proprias,  et  imperia  diversa.  Greg,  Nazkmz.  Op,  toI.  i.  p.  728.  jtmbnu* 
Op,  vol.  ii.  p.  347. 

Quicquid  extra  eum  est,  cum  contumelia  ei  bonoratae  virtotis  ^pquabitur. 
Si  enim  aliquld  qnod  mm  exipM  est,  reperiri  potest  sknUe  ei,  et  virtutis  ejus^ 
dem  i  KOiifMprivUegium  Dei  sub  consorlio  coefptoKs :  jamque  non  erit  Deut 
^^nus  a  qno  indifferens  dt  Deus  aHus,  At  yero  non  babet  contomeliam  pn^ 
prietatit  sequalitas,  quia  suum  est  quod  sui  simile  est ;  et  ex  #«  eat  quod  sibi 
ad  similitudinem  comparatur ;  nee  extra  se  est,  quod  quae  sua  sunt  potest : 
et  profecttts  dignitatis  est  genuiase  potestatem,  nee  alienasse  naturam.  Hilar, 
de  Trin,  p.  934. 

>  Substantia  scilicet  iUa  iitt;tiia,  c^Jus  nomen  eat  Ferhim,  Novat,  c  31. 
«  Ut.enim  pmacripsit  ipsa  natura  hominem  credendum  qui  ex  homine 

ait :  ita  eadem  natura  prescribit  et  Deum  credendum  esse  qui  ex  Ddo  sit 
Novat,  cap.  11. 

>  I  may  bere  cite  a  passage  of  Hilary,  wbicb  may  serve  as  a  just  comment 
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As  to  the  words  accepta  refert  Patri,  they  really  liiean 
no  more  than  that  he  received  them  from  the  Father,  ot 
acknowledged  them  to  be  received  :  which  comes  not  up 
to  the  Doctor's  expression^  (which  I  found  fault  withy) 
*^  in  acknowledgment  returned  :'*  besides  that  the  Doctor 
was  not  there  translating  accepta  refert^  but  reciproco 
meatu  reveriiiur^  &c. 

The  words  vis  divinitatisy  T  render  efflux  of  the  Godhead} 
which  you  render  divine  power.  I  could  not  think  of  a 
better  expression  than  what  I  made  use  of.  That  I  have 
not  missed  the  sense  I  persuade  myself,  because  Novatian 
is  speaking  of  communion  of  substance  in  the  same  sen- 
tence, and  had  styled  the  Word  divine  substance  a  little 
before :  and  he  is  here  plainly  speaking  of  the  divine  sub- 
stance being  porrecta  and  tradita^  communicated  from 
Father  to  Son,  and  recurring  to  the  Father  as  Head.  If  vis 
answers  to  the  Greek  ^6votff,tSy  as  I  conceive  it  here  does, 
it  means  the  same  as  the  living  and  substantial  power  of 
God,  the  same  that  we  express  by  efflux,  or  emanation. 
The  thought  of  Novatian  seems  to  be  the  same  with  that 
of  Tertulliany,  whom  he  loved  to  imitate  in  many  things.. 
To  make  it  still  plainer  that  I  interpret  him  rightly,  please 
to  observe  the  words,  Deus  quidem  ostenditur  FiliuSy  cut 
divinitas  tradita  et  porrecta  conspiciiur.  Here  he  gives 
the  reason  why  the  Son  is  God :  it  is  because  the  God- 
head extends  to  him,  or  is  communicated  to  him.  Com- 
pare this  with  what  the  author  says  in  another  place  ^ ;  ' 

upon  ibis  of  Novatian ;  being  extremely  like  it,  and  carrying  the  same 
thought,  probably,  in  it. 

Insunt  sibi  inyicem,  dum  non  est  nisi  ex  Patre  nativitas,  dum  in  Deum 
aUerum  natune  rel  exteriorise  vel  dissimUis  non  subsistit,  dnm  Deus  ex  Deo 
manens  non  est  aliunde  quod  Deus  est.    HUar.  p.  937. 

Here  are  the  same  reasons  given  why  Father  and  Son  are  not  two  Gods : 
and  Hilary's  expression  of  non  naturcB  exterioris,  answers  to  Novatian's  of 
non  dissonantia;  as  also  his  non  dissimUis  to  the  other's  non  imequalitate, 

y  Cum  radios  ex  sole  porrigitur,  portio  ex  summa ;  sed  sol  erit  in  radio, 
quia  solis  est  radius,  nee  separatur  substantia,  sed  extenditur.  TertuU 
4pol,  cap.  21 . 

Prolatum  H|ium  a  Patre,  sed  non  separatum.     Contr.  Prax,  cap.  8. 

*  Qui  idqroo  untmt  potest  did,  dum  ex  ipsoe&i,  et  dum  Filius  ejus  est,  et 
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and  you  will  see  how  consistent  and  uniform  this^  writer 
is  in  his  doctrine,  that  it  is  the  Son's  proceeding  from  the 
Father,  or  his  partaking  of  the  divine  substance^  that  makes 
him  God»  So  little  reason  have  you  to  imagine  that  the 
words,  per  sulstantice  communionemy  crept  into  the  text 
out  of  the  margin.  Whether  the  Doctor  or  I  have  pur- 
sued a  wrong  scent  in  explaining  Novatian,  I  now  leave 
to  the  reader  to  judge. 

lO.  I  had  remarked  *  upon  the  Doctor's  rendering  a 
passage  of  Athanasius^,  more  to  serve  his  hypothesis ^  than 
pursuant  to  the  sense  of  the  author.  The  reader  must  be 
left  to  judge  for  himself,  after  comparing  what  hath  or 
may  be  said  on  both  sides.  The  author,  as  I  take  it,  is 
there  blaming  the  Sabellians  for  imagining  the  Son  to  be 
the  only  God,  in  such  a  sense  as  to  make  one  Person  only 
(under  three  namesy  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost)  in 
the  Godhead,  instead  of  three  real  Persons.  Accordingly, 
the  same  author  censures  them  (p.  39^.)  for  making  the 
Son  ftwo;,  or  the  alone  divine  Person,  in  contradiction  to 
John  viii.  16.  "1  am  ndt  alone,  because  the  Father  is 
**  with  me."  Which  text  he  produces  to  prove,  that 
Father  and  Son  were  two  Persons,  afad  that  the  Son  was 
not  /itovo^  in  such  a  sense,  as  to  infer  a  confusion  of  Per- 
sons. This  therefore  being  all  that  the  author  intended 
against  the  Sabellians,  it  seems  to  me  plain,  that  the  con- 
struction I  before  gave  of  w$  inuvtH  fakvy  was  right,  and 
the  Doctor's  wrong.  That  the  author  could  jiot  deny  the 
Son  to  be  the  only  God  in  any  other  sense,  is  plain  from 

dam  ex  ipso  nascitur,  et  dum  ex  vp90  processisse  reperitur,  per  quod  et  Deus 
est,    Novat.  cap.  23. 

Si  homo  tantummodo  Christus,  qaomodo  dicit,  IZgo  ex  Deo  podii  et  vent  ? 

cum  coDstet  liominem  a  Deo  factum  esse^  uon  ex  Deo  processisse Deus 

ergo  processit  ex  Deo,  dum  qui  processit  sermo,  Deiis  est  qui  processit  ex 
Deo.     Novat.  cap.  23. 

»  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  308. 

I>  'O  ffa^KuBus  K(/^<0;  xeu  Otis  n^f  'ifieHf  X^tfif  e  truTtj^  »v»  <r/y,  «v^  t^s  IftSfvti 
^tttivy  0  fAovoe  Qiog,    Athan.  contr.  Greg",  SdbeU,  p.  47* 

c  His  ch»  atxotetviet  0»<pns  A^fsTfS-ect  i^k  f^^fty  »<Bi  fMtof  tiveu  Xiyuv  riv  feifxevTa* 
tvx  iifi,)  fAdvoSy  art  i  zarifA'^»f  fu  mrk^  f*ir    i^v  igt  /?»  yet^  ^V9  ttr^oguxa, 

Atlum,  torn.  ii.  p.  39. 
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his  making  Father  and  Son  one  perfect  substance^ :  and 
his  asserting  one  Godhead  oi  both«.  In  another  placed 
he  censures  the  SabelHans  for  making  the  Son  the  one 
and  only  God :  but  how  ?  So  as  to  deny  the  distinct  Per^ 
sonality,  and  no  otherwise.  And  in  the  very  place  we 
are  now  upon,  all  that  the  writer  insists  upon  is,  that  the 
Father  and  Son  are  distinct  Persons,  not  one  Person :  in 
which  sense  the  author  does  not  admit  the  Son  to  be 
b  fL&fog  0eos.  'But  that  it  is  always.  Sahellian  to  apply  the 
phrase  to  the  Son  singly,  or  to  both  together,  is  not  said^ 
neither  can  you  prove  it.  The  force  of  your  argument 
lies  only  in  the  article  6 :  for  as  to  ju^vof  08o;^  only  God, 
that  it  is  often  applied  to  the  Son,  cannot  be  denied S: 
and  this  consideration  might  be  sufficient  to  make  the 
author  put  in  the  restriction  of  (i$  Ixervoi  ^isv,  to  the  latter 
branch  of  the  sentence,  which  he  did  not  to  the  former^ 
where  it  is  6  JJariig,  For  there  is  a  sense  wherein  the  Son 
is  6 fMvos  0ci;,  but  he  is  not  6  IXoti^  in  any  sense:  which 
shows  the  reason  why  the  author  expressed  himself  as 
he  did. 

1 1.  I  took  notice  ^  of  another  passage  directly  contrary 
to  the  Doctor's  purpose,  though  cited  by  him.  For  th6 
Doctor's  design  was  to  make  the  Father  the  only  God 
exclusive  of  the  Son :  while  that  passage  md&es  him  the 
cmly  God  including  the  Son;  directly  the  reverse.    Had 

<1  M/«  %  S^st  Hfrm  TiXtim,  p.  41. 
^   Mim  ^iimt  VMTfiif  »mt  vtw»  p.  42. 

iri;^ii(0vr<y*  ifr**  yk^  ivrm  ^aw)  rw  vttr^h  T«y  vUv^  ayut^fiof  ^vB^Attnt  l^ydt^^m, 
rmiftty  mivh  rittm  tu^i  fiiff  Biiv,  tSntf  Jktnt^X^mi  «vv  ifS-^anrif,  ti  0i«»  w»fM 
9MV.  p.  47. 

8  Miv^  r£f  trdfre/t  kv^^fHtm  Qtif,     Oefn,  Mexand.  p.  84. 

Tilt  wvfivemtrmt  0107  7y«  ^w»      ■  -i/igy  iy  varf),  p.  142. 

ChristQS  Jesus  soJu9  esset  Detts*  jiristid.  apud  Peiav,  Pnef.  ad  2  torn. 
Theol. 

Ttf  Oiv  liiyt  fM99t  Qi»t  »>>9i^s  ftivtf  Biif  «f  i  wmrnf.  jithon*  in  Psot, 
p.  83.  HOT.  collect 

Tin  fMw  iifif^t  eto9y  &c.     Ch'eg;  Naz,  Orai.  xxxri.  p.  586. 

*Eftl  }l  fiiw  Gtif  ttiiwt,  &c    £useb,  in  PsaL  p.  503. 

*  Defence,  toL  i.  p.  308. 
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the  Doctor's  intention  been  only  to  prove  that  the  Father 
is  styled  the  only  God^  the  method  had  been  fair :  but  as 
his  professed  design  was  to  exclude  the  Son  from  the  one 
Godhead  ;  his  manner  of  citing  authors  for  it^  who  in  these 
very  passages  were  directly  against  it,  is  an  intolerable 
abuse  upon  the  readers. 

12.  The  like  may  be  said  of  another  passage  taken 
notice  of  in  my  Defence  ^  You  seem  to  forget  the  Doc- 
tor's note  on  prop.  9.  where  he  fn^ecautions  his  reader 
to  understand  it  in  such  a  sense  as  to  exclude  the  Son 
from  necessary  existence^  (so  you  interpret  self-existent.)  , 
Now  can  any  thing  be  more  unfair,  or  fraudulent,  than  to 
jcit&  authors  as  styling  the  Father  the  only  God,  to  coun- 
tenance a  proposition  in  such  a  sense  as  those  authors 
detested  and  abhorred  ?  All  the  apolo^es  you  can  pos- 
sibly invent  can  never  make  such  a  practice  righteous,  or 
honest. 

13.  I  remarked  ^^  upon  a  passage  cited  out  of  Nazian- 
izen ;  where  the  Doctor,  by  a  note,  had  most  shamefully 
stifled  and  perverted  the  author's  meaning.  You  say  not 
one  word  of  the  Doctor's  note,  the  only  thing  I  found 
£&ult  with  :  and  whidi  indeed  can  admit  of  no  colourable 
^excuse,  except  it  were  done  through  carelessness,  taking 
a  passage  at  second  handy  and  commenting  upon  it,  with- 
•out  ever  looking  into  the  author  to  see  what  went  before 
or  after. 

14.  As  to  the  passage  of  Ju»tin  Martyr,  enough  hath 
l>een  said  above. 

15.  I  remarked  ^  upon  another  note  of  the  Doctor's,  on 
a  passage  in  Irenasus,  and  gave  several  reasons  to  show 
the  unfairness  and  falseness  of  it.  You  have  h^re  nothing 
to  say  in  his  defence :  so  I  p^ss  on. 

J 6.  I  remarked  upon  another  passage"*,  where  the 

•«  Vol.  i.  p.  308. 

"  Defence,  rol.  i.  p.  309. 

lbid.p.dJO. 
«*  *0  ytnnrog  xmi  wnvXm^ftifif  SvBfttarif  xmr  tixofet  xeti  iftsim^if  rtiv  iytnnr^v 
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Doctor  had  read  the  text  of  Irenaeus  wrong ;  which  you 
civilly  acknowledge,  and  thank  me  for  the  notice.  But 
there  are  still  two  questions  betwixt  us  relating  to  that 
place.  First,  whether  it  should  be  ayevviiros  or  ayivtirog, 
and  next,  whether  the  Son  be  included  by  Irenaeus,  in 
that  place,  in  the  ayivr^Tog  Gso$,  supposing  that  to  be  the 
reading.  It  was  needless  for  you  to  heap  passages  upon 
me  to  prove,  that  none  but  the  Father  should  be  styled 
oygfnjTO^,  unbegotterij  or  unoriginaie  ;  which  I  readily  allow. 
All  the  question  is  about  ayevijroj,  uncreated^  unmade^  e/er- 
nalf  or  necessarily  existing.  The  reasons  why  I  think 
aygvijTtf  to  be  the  reading  in  Irenaeus  are  these  : 

I.  The  translator's  rendering  it  by  infecti:  which  how- 
ever I  acknowledge  to  be  of  less  weight,  because  he  is 
sometimes  mistaken  in  such  cases ;  putting  ingenitus  for 
infeclusj  and  perhaps  infectus  for  ingenitus^  or  innattts, 

II.  A  much  stronger  reason  is,  that  through  that  whole 
chapter  ayiwfrog  is  opposed  to  things  madey  things  of  trans- 
ient and  precarious  existence.  The  opposition  runs  be- 
tween the  things  made^  and  the  Maker  of  them'^ : 

III.  Another  very  weighty  reason  is  drawn  from  the 
opposition  between  y^rhg  av^^osnog,  and  ayev^Tou  ©sou  : 
that  the  reading  is  ytvijro^,  not  \|^ith  double  v,  is  evident 
from  the  whole  chapter  j  where  the  opposition  runs  be- 
tween man  made<^,  and  God  his  Maker,  And  there  is  not 
the  least  hint  of  man  considered  as  begotten^  or  as  Son  of 
God;  as  you  would  understand  it,  referring  to  Luke  iii.38.. 
These  reasons  convince  me,  that  the  true  reading  of  the 
words  is  0  yevijTo^  avdpowrof,  and  tow  uyBvvjfru  ©sou. 

%nfMV^ywr»$f  rv  2i  xntUfMirds  rfi^ojtros  xn)  aul^ctrras*  Tren,  lib.  It.  cap.  38. 
p.  285. 

■  Ty  fuv  9c^,  «i<  Mar»  rat  rnvrei  #►«,  »eu  aynnnt^  uva^^tm  rk  ^  yt» 

yvAret  umBi  /AtTiVurm  ytfiruts  ttfX^*  i^*»9  i^X*>  *<>'''*  ^^'  ***  vrif sTrSou  h7  avrit 
rv  tnv'Mnxiraff  i  yi^  nivwfT§  Jiyifftiru  tJftti  ra  ntff)  yiytvfnfMvti,,   Iren,  p.  288. 

Volunt  similes  esse  factvri  Deo,  et  nullam  esse  differentiam  infecti  Dei 
et  mmcfacti  hominis.  p.  285. 

p.  284. 
"*^^  T%  rh  av^ftitTi*  tr^r«y  ytn.  B-cu,  Kcii  yw/Aif§»  av^ti^ai,  &c.  p.  285* 
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The  next  question  is,  whether  the  Son  be  here  included 
under  aysv^rou  GfoO.  I  gave  several  reasons  why  all  the 
three  Persons  are  included ;  which  reasons  may  be  seen 
in  my  Defence.  I  shall  add  two  more :  one^  that  as  the 
opposition  runs  between  the  thing  made  and  the  makers 
so  it  is  observable  that  God  the  Son  frequently  is  factory 
-roiijT^?,  Maker  J  according  to  Irenaeus  ;  which  shows,  that 
he  is  included  in  the  ayivy^^-^tSs.  And  again,  it  is  Ire- 
jMeus's  doctrine,  that  man's  being  made  after  the  image 
of  God  is  to  be  understood  of  his  being  made  in  the  image 
6f  God  the  Word? I  which  still  farther  confirms  my  con- 
struction of  that  passage;  and  I  now  submit  it  to  the 
judgment  of  the  learned  reader.  As  to  my  translating 
f uSojcoOvTo^  by  designings  I  have  accounted  for  it  above. 

17.  As  to  the  passage  in  Basil,  which  the  Doctor  had 
not  done  justice  to,  I  desire  the  reader  to  see  my  De- 
fence <i.  That  Basil  allows  the  Father  to  be  a  natural 
cause  of  the  Son  is  very  true ;  not  a  cause  in  the  Doctor's 
sense :  nor  do  Basil's  words  convey  any  such  notion  to 
the  readei-,  as  the  Doctor's  word,  effects^  does.  And 
therefore  the  Doctor  catinot  be  acquitted  of  a  misrepre- 
sentation. I  leave  it  to  any  reader,  who  will  compare 
my  account  of  Basil  with  the  Doctor's  version,  to  judg6 
whether  the  ideas  here  and  there  be  not  very  widely 
different.  And  what  occasion  was  there  for  the  Doctor's 
feaying  effects^  instead  of  things  issuing  from  them,  but  to 
favour  an  hypothesis,  and  to  hold  out  a  false  light  to  the 
readers  ?  As  to  what  you  say  of  ^wjUra,  dignity ,  I  have 
answered  it  above.  Your  reason  for  'srporera^ai  signifying 
more  than  priority  of  order,  is  very  peculiar,  viz.  because 

P  *0  Aoyoff  cu  KtfT  iixoMt  0  uvS'^u^ag  lyvyiut, 

*0  Adyos  "Tfiv  tiKdvet  l^f/|fy  &Xn^»s,  etvTog  rira  ytfifttfcf  7<nf  ff»  tixu*  avrw. 
Jren.  lib.  v.  cap.  16.  p.  313. 

Quia  jam  adhserebat  illi  Filius^  secunda  persona,  sermo  ipsins,  et  iertia, 
Spiritus  in  sennone,  ideo  plnraliter  pronuntiavit,  /aciamus,  et  nostram, 
TeriuU.  adv.  Prax,  cap.  12. 

Unum  enim  sunt,  qaomm  imaginis  et  similitudinis  imam  est  homo  factus 
exemplum.    War,  de  TVtfi.  lib.  y.  cap.  8. 

«  Vol.  i.  p.  311 
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Basil  in  another  place  has  both  ri^u  and  a^tifiau  :  there- 
fore when  he  makes  mention  of  order  only,  (as  in  the 
word  irporsrix^My)  he  meant  more  than  order.  You  might 
perceive,  by  the  reason  given  in  both  places,  that  «rpoTg- 
rax^ou  applied  to  the  Father,  and  ra^et  hirepos  applied  to 
the  Son,  answer  exact'iy  to  each  other,  and  literally  signify 
order,  and  nothing  else"^.  And  had  you  attended  to  Basil's 
reasoning,  where  he  allows  af <b&jtAari  as  well  as  ri^eiy  you 
would  have  perceived  that  it  was  rather  ad  hominem,  or 
for  argument  sake,  than  any  thing  else.  For  admitting 
that  the  Son  or  Holy  Ghost  were  a^iwjxari,  as  well  as 
Tofji,  second  and  third,  (as  Eunomius  pretended,)  yet  he 
shows  that  no  certain  consequence  can  be  drawn  from 
thence  to  inferiority  of  nature.  Or  however,  at  the  most, 
all  you  can  make  of  it  is,  that  the  Father  being  supreme 
in  office,  as  well  as  in  order,  was  on  that  account  a^iwp^aTi 
mp6oTo$,  first  in  dignity:  as  one  angel  (which  is  Basil's 
illustration)  is  superior  to  another  in  rank,  or  office,  though 
in  nature  equal.     Basil,  lib*  iii.  p.  79. 

19.  The  last  passage  I  found  fault  with,  you  are  con- 
tent to  throw  off  under  the  name  of  a  quibble ;  because 
you  could  not  account  for  the  Doctor's  foul  play  in  mis- 
translating it,  and  warping  it  to  his  own  hypothesis.  Why 
was  not  the  word  IrjiuspyrifMtTa  rendered  creatures,  as  it 
ought  to  have  been  ?  And  why  did  the  Doctor  put  all 
things,  when  speaking  of  things  produced  by  the  Father, 
and  things  only  in  respect  of  the  Son's  producing,  when 
he  had  no  ground  for  the  distinction  in  Basil  ? 

But  enough  of  this.  The  Doctor's  partiality  in  many 
of  his  quotations  has  been  sufficiently  manifested.  And 
though  you  are  pleased  to  pass  the  matter  off  with  as 
good  a  face  as  you  can,  (and  it  is  your  wisest  way  so  to 
do,)  yet  you  will  hardly  find  many  readers  of  opinion 
with  you,  that  these  kind  of  slips,  in  a  man  of  character, 
are  of  slight  moment.  Had  Bishop  Bull  been  ever  guilty 
of  things  of  this  kind,  I  well  know  what  use  would  have 


*'  See  another  passage  of  Basil  above,  p.  454. 
VOL.  III.  H  h 
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becm  made  of  it.  Mr*  Whiston*  charged  him  wkh  onct 
unfak'lif  translating  a  passage  of  Origen ;  wiiare  yet  tbe 
Bishop  was  right,  and  Mr.  Whiston  certainly  wrong,  as 
I  have  proved  in  my  Defence^ :  and  this  one  pretended 
oistance  of  unfairness  is  brought  up  again,  and  a^ravate^ 
by*  another  gentleman  ^,  with  some  kind  of  insult.  A  few 
slipi  of  this  nature,  whdre  a  charge  ]&  really  just,  are  not 
easily  pardoned  in  any  writers  of  the  higher  class :  be- 
traying either  want  of  learnings  or  want  of  carej  or,  what 
18  worst  of  all,  want  of  honesty. 

You  endeavour  to  throw  off  the  force  of  the  next  five 
Of  m  pages  of  my  Defence,  (which  you  can  never  &iriy 
answer,)  by  charging  something  disingenuous^  as  you  pre- 
tend, upon  me :  "as  if  all  the  Doctor's  citations  from  the 
•*  Fathers  in  general  were  concessions  only  from  writers, 
^  who  were  adversaries  in  the  whole."  But  I  made  a  dis- 
tinction '*,  as  the  Doctor  himself  had  doner,  between  Ante« 
Nicene  and  Post-Nicenc  writers.  As  to  the  latter,  be 
laid  claim  to  nothing  but  concessions:  and  as  to  the  former, 
he  did  indeed  claim  more  in  re^ct  of  some  of  them, 
though  I  think  without  reason*  You  are  still  sangonie 
enough  to  say,  that  "  much  tbe  greater  part  of  the  autbors 
**  he  cites,  all,"  you  think,  "  of  the  three  first  oentaries^ 
^  a^ree  with  him  in  the  full  sense  of  all  his  pn^sitiOBs/' 
How  wild,  and  indeed  romantic,  this  imagination  of  yours 
is,  hath  been  sufficiently  shown  all  the  way  5  first,  in  my 
Defence,  and  again  in  these  papers :  particularly  in  the 
eleven  instances  above  mentioned,  wherein  the  Doctor 
runs  counter  to  all  antiquity.  As  to  supreme  dofninion, 
which  you  lay  so  much  stress  on ;  it  is  demonstration 
thait  the  Fathers  held  no  supremacy  but  what  was  tiiought 
^onsisteim  with  equality  at  nature,  and  with  the  unity  ot 
tbe  same  Godhead  common  to  Father  and  Son.     If  this 

*  PFumtiTe  Ckrifllfan^  RoriYed^  fob  ir.  p.  154. 

*  Vol.  i.  p.  141,  &c. 

*  IHixtiitive  Christiaiiity  Reviyed.  Append,  ii.  p.  4^. 

*  Defence,  vol.  i.  p.  301. 

y  PrefiMc  to  ScripW  Doetr.  p.  10.  Ist^.    Reply,  ih  ^9  ^^ 
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be  your  0iprdmaey,  all  is  right  atid  welK  But  it  ie  ndk* 
cvddus  in  you  to  quote  cmcwits  for  the  supremacy^  an4 
sit  the  sdme  time  to  throvr  out  all  the  coniid^utioiw  which 
should  coiYie  in  to  qualify,  fix,  and  determine  the  noAoa 
of  3up.rem0O]f  among  the  ancients.  Aie  not  all  tbeothdr 
tMietB,  wherein  the  aneienli  evidently  contvadiet  the  Doc* 
tof's  whole  scfaemey  so  many  demonsiratiom  that  they 
n^vtr  understood  supreinmcy  in  any  sQcb  sense  as  lie  doea  ? 
Whai  is  the  Doctor  or  you  doing,,  but  fdaytng  o»^  or  iw^ 
^nciples  o£  the  ancients^  of  uncertain  meaning  in  tfaera«- 
selves,  against  twenty  clear,  plain^  undouited  princi^os? 
which  if  you  were  able  to  do  with  sucoess^  it  would  not 
be  proving  that  the  Fathers  were  on  your  side^  but.thut 
tbey  were  fools  and  mad^  and  ace  of  no  account  on  either 
side  of  the  controi^ersy.  But  I  hope  tbe  reader  will'  easily 
B^e  through  the  mystery  of  (he  whole  deceit  wbicb  yo«> 
are  putting  upon  bia»,  (and  perhapa  upon  yourselves- M 
tbt  same  tune,)  which  is  only  this.:  the  straining  and  per<» 
verting  the  true  and  Cath<dic  notion  of  supremacif  (held 
ijQ  all  ages  of  the  Church,  before  and  after  tbe  Nicene 
Council)  to  an  jirian  and  heretical  sense;  thai  so  you 
may  obliquely  (what  you  care  not  to  do  diteoily)  reduee 
the  S<to  and  Holy  Ghost  to  the  rank  of  ereuHtres^  Your 
constant  plea  is^  the  supremaey^  the  supremacy:  ^  Wtr 
dents,  it  seems,  were  for  suprennaey,  amidst  all  thfiir  vd* 
riety  of  metaphysical  speculmti0ns :  so  that  every  other 
tenets  whereby  the  atmenis  plainly  overturn  your  wboje 
scheme,  must  be  thrown  off  as  a  metaphysical  speculation'; 
and  nothing  but  sj^remacy  mu«t  be  sounded  in  our  e^rs. 
Yet,  after  all,  you  can  make  nothing  of  this  preterided 
supremacy  till  you  turn  it  into  a  metaphysical  speculation^ 
upoti  self^eisisieneefand  that  agaiin  iato  necessary  esaistenoeg 
then  adding  sundry  other  metaphysical  speculations,  to 
degmdei  a«Ml  si«k  God  the  Son  into  prec0riou$  existanoe^ 
This  was  not  tbe  way  of  the'  ancients;  nor  was  this. the 
use  thpy  ever  m^e,  or  intended  to  make  of  the  suprcr 
macy :  if  they  had,  you  would  have  allowed  them,  I  sup- 
pose, Jn  this  single  itstancey  to  run  into  metaphysical 

H  h  2 
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speculations.  One  thing  is  evident,  amidst  all  their  variety 
of  metaphysical  speculations,  in  which  you  think  they 
abound^  more  than  you,  that  what  metaphysics  they  had 
in  their  great  abundance,  they  employed  them  all  in  defence 
of  our  Lord*8  divinity  ;  while  you,  on  the  contrary,  em* 
ploy  the  little  you  have,  in  direct  opposition  to  it.  Cer- 
tainly, the  ancients,  being  so  much  given  to  metaphysics, 
could  have  been  metaphysical  on  your  side  of  the  question, 
as  well  as  you  are  now :  but  either  they  were  vnse  enough 
to  distinguish  false  metaphysics  from  true;  or,  they  had 
not  so  learned  Christ.    But  to  return. 

I  intimated'  how  a  Romanist  might,  in  Dr.  Clarke's 
way,  fill  pages  with  qudtations  wide  of  the  purpose,  and 
call  them  concessions,  and  thereby  deceive  weak  readers. 
Here  you  have  nothing  to  reply,  but  that  I  do  the  Doctor 
wrong  in  applying  this  to  all  his  citations.  I  applied  it 
not  to  all,  but  to  as  many  (be  they  more  or  fewer)  as  have 
^been  thus  deceitfully  made  use  of  by  the  Doctor.  By  his 
own  account  it  must  be  understood  of  as  many  Post-Ni- 
cene  Catholics,  as  he  quotes  in  that  manner:  and  how 
many  Ante-Nicenes  it  ought  to  be  understood  of,  may 
appear  froiji  what  I  have  shown  of  their  being  in  very  op- 
posite sentiments  to  his,  in  the  most  material  points  of 
our  dispute.  But  allowing  your  plea,  is  it  any  justifica- 
tion of  the  Doctor's  method  of  quoting  ?  I  charge  him 
with  deceit:  and  you,  in  his  defence,  rtpTtseni  him  as 
practising  it  not  so  much,  or  so  often,  as  I  might  imagine. 
But  why  did  he  practise  it  at  all  ? 

You  next  endeavour  to  retort  something  upon  me  like 
to  the  Romanists,  though  entirely  wide  and  foreign^  and 
brought  in  most  strangely.  They  have  recourse,  you'tey, 
to  tradition :  you  should  have  said  to  oral  tradition,  which 
is  quite  another  thing  from  tvritten  tradition.  And  what 
harm  is  there  in  having  recourse  to  the  written  tradition 
of  Fathers  for  the  sense  of  Scripture,  more  than  in  having 
recourse  to  a  Dictionary  for  the  sense  of  words;  or  to  the 

*  De&nee,  toI.  i.  p.  ^6, 317. 
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practice  of  ctmrtSj  resolutions  of  Judges,  or  books  df  Re- 
{>ort8,  for  the  sense  of  laws  ?  All  helps^  for  the  under- 
standing of  Scripture,  ought  to  be  made  use  of :  and  re- 
course to  the  Fathers  is  one,  and  a  very  considerable  one. 
The  Romanists,  you  add,  call  their  own  doctrine  Catholi<is 
yes,  and  without  reason.  The  Fathers,  long  before  Popery^ 
called  their  doctrine  Catholic,  and  with  good  reason. 
What  then  ?  The  Romanists  also  call  that  heresy,  which 
is  really  none :  may  we  not  therefore  call  that  heresy, 
which  really  is  such,  and  which  has  been  ever  so  ac- 
counted in  all  ages  of  the  Church  ?  What  you  have  farther 
is  repetition :  except  your  speculations  on  Rev.  i.  8.  which 
have  been  mostly  considered  above*.  There  remain  only 
a  few  incidental  matters  to  be  here  taken  notice  of,  very 
briefly.  I  had  referred  to  four  places^  in  Clemens,  where 
he  either  directly  or  indirectly  makes  the  Son  Tuvroxpareop^ 
Almighty.  Of  three  of  them  no  reasonable  doubt  can  be 
made :  and  three  are  sufficient.  The  fourth  only  says, 
that  the  nature  of  the  Son  is  irpwre^aarini,  most  intimately 
united  to  the  alone  Almighty ;  which,  according  to  Cl^ 
menses  notion  of  their  union,  is  supposing  both  Almighty* 
But  this  I  need  not  insist  upon,  having  three  plain  testi- 
znonies  besides ;  two  of  which  have  been  vindicated  above. 
You  cite  another  passage  ^  of  Clemens,  and  you  translate 
it  most  shamefully,  to  serve  your  hypothesis,  in  these 
words ;  '^  He  is  irresistible  as  being  V>rd  of  all ;  most  cer- 
^*  tainly  irresistible,  because  ministering  to  the  will  of  the 
^^  good  and  isupreme  Father  over  all."  You  have  here 
exceeded  Mr.  Whiston  by  far;  whose  translation  is  very 
modest  and  reasonable  in  com|)arison.  The  literal  and 
just  rendering  is  thus.  **  Neither  could  he  be  obstructed 
^*  by  any  other,  being  Lord  of  all,  and  chiefly  (or  most 

«  Page  227. 

^  T«tf  wavTut^mrt^s  »»i  wmr^uuv  Aiyev,  p.  148.  T»y  wmfTMfmrt^m  8i«y  Aiy§»^ 
p.  277.  Avvctfus  ^ayM^mrnf'-^'—^iXtifMi  ^a*r9Xfavc^t»iii»  p.  646.  'H  vltSi  ^u^tf  if 
rf  /i09f  ^a9r0M^rc^i  4r^«ri;^c^r«nf.  p.  831. 

T9¥  kym^w  mmi  wtf»r§M^r»^  ^tXnfutrt  irmrfit*  p.  832.  -^ 
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^  ferfBtidy)  ministeiing  to  tht  will  di  the  good  afx!  Al^ 
^^  mighty  Father."  Clemens's  thooght  is  this ;  that  as  to 
tr^ahireSf  they  cannot  obstruct  him,  snioe  he  is  Lfttd  ^ver 
tkem :  arid  as  to  the  Fttther^  he  wUl  mtj  iitasmuch  as  aU 
that  the  Son  does  is  perfectly  AgreeuUe  to  hie  will^.  I 
01^  not  say  atiy  thing  here  farther  hi  relation  to  Justio 
or  £usebios^  having  given  my  thoughts  <3f  foo^  in  the 
^eeeding  sheets. 

QvBuv  XXVIit. 

iVheiher  it  le  at  all  prolahley  that  the  primitive  Church 
should  mistake  in  so  material  a  point  as  this  is ;  or  that 
the  whole  stream  of  Christian  luriters  should  mistake  in 
teUing  us  what  the  sense  of  the  Church  was:  and  whether 
such  a  cloud  of  witnesses  can  he  set  aside  without  weak- 
ening  the  only  proof  we  have  of  the  Canon  of  the  Scrip- 
ture,, and  the  integrity  of  the  sacred  text  f 

•:  THE  Modest>Pteader  thinks  it  not  material  t?o  inquire, 
■**  whether  the  ancient  wtiters  of  the  ChuK*  were  better 
•**  •skilled  in  metupkysical  speculations,  thati  we  at  ihiis 
-'^  day  ?''  This  fcind  of  talk  is  what  he  affects,  and  pfleasee 
•himself  in  5  thongh  he  has  nothing  but  metafykysics  to  'de- 
pend on,  as  I  have  often  efcserved:  and  I  will  vent^ire  to 
«#«ire  him,  that  the  old  and  wdl  tried  "metaphysics  of  the 
andents  are  such  as  lie  will  find  tnuch  superior  to  his  own. 
ilfekfpftyiics  ih^ere  indeed  first  brocrght  in  by  hetetksj  and 
wete  much  eticouriaged  by  Arius,  Eunonfins,  and  the 
whole  sect  of  Arians :  but  the  Fathers  of  the  Ghurdi, 
having  bt*tter  sen^  than  they,  wet*e  aHe  to  bafHe  them 
^t  their  own  wfe^tpons.  The  Modest  Pleader,  1  think,  (if 
there  be  not  an  interpolation  by  another  hand,)  3tfll  goes 
on,  and  tells  me  "  how  unanimously,  how  uniformly  the 
"  ancients  asserted  a  real  supremacy  of  the  Father'«  do- 
"  minion/'    And  yet  the  certain  truth  is,  that  he  has  no 


^  See  BoU.^  R  «eet  ii.  cap.  «.    N«unii  Apptrst  mA.  i.^p.  ^4*    Lord 
Nottingham's  Answer  to*Whi|toBy  >  5% 
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Ante-Nicene  or  Post-Nicene  Catholic  writer  that  ever 
qaoie  up  to  big  notion  of  it.  Where  does  he  find  them 
saying,  that  the  Father  alone  is  supreme  in  dominion  ?  He 
may  find  many  expressly  contradicting  it;  as  many  as 
inatke  Father  and  Son  orhe  God,  or  proclaim  them  tmdwided 
ia  dominion^  Qr  say  that  they  are  unius  Poiesiaiis,  uniuf 
DuHmUUis,  of  one  Power  and  Godhead,  and  the  like :  many 
testimonies  whereof  Jsave  been  giv«a  in  the  course  of  the^ 
papers.  All  he  can  prove  is  a  supremacy  of  the  Father,  a 
supremacy  in  respect  ot^order  or  ojice,  nothing  more.  But 
his  way  is  to  take  old  expressions^  and  to  affix  n£iv  ideas 
to  them,  under  pretence  that  those  old  writers  knew  not 
how  to  speak  accuratdy.  What  they  called  cause,  is  with 
him  no  cause;  what  they  called  acts,  are  no  acts;  what 
they  called  generation,  is  no  generation  ;  and  their  sufyor^ 
dination  (like  mine)  is  a  coordination:  and -so,  1  presume, 
their  supremacy  is  no  supremacy,  but  must  be  stretched 
farther  upon  the  foot  of  the  new  metaphysics.  This  is  the 
whole  of  the  case  i  new  ideas  to  old  terms,  that  a  man 
may  seem  to  concur  with  the  ancients,  while  he  is  really 
contradicting  them  in  the  grossest  manner,  and  introduc- 
ing a  novel  faith.  I  know  not  bow  far  such  a  method  may 
«erve  with  the  populace :  wise  men  will  see  through  it, 
and  give  it  its  due  name ;  viz.  either  great  ignoram^  ^ 
Aalitquity^  or  ^ti^$^,partiatity. 

But  he  goes  on :  ^^  whole  streams  of  writers  in  matters 
««  of  controversy,  representing  other  men's  opinions  other- 
<<  wise  than  in  the  words  of  the  persons  themselves,  are 
"  no  manner  of  evidence/'  One  would  wonder  what  this 
wise  paragraph  meant,  or  what*it  was  to  the  purpose. 
(Have  we  not  the  sense  of  the  Church  from  Churchmen 
themselves  ?  But  be  waited  to  introduce  an  ill-natured 
jgird  upon  son>e  body.  He  is  terribly  afraid  lest  any  man 
should  judge  of  Dr.  Clarke's  wfitings  from  his  adversary's 
accounts.  I  hope  the  reader  will  bear  this  caution  in  mind, 
0»  often  as  he  reads  J>r.  Clarke's  account  of  the  Ante- 
Nicene  or  Post-Nicene  writers,  to  whom  he  is  an  utter 
adversary  ;  though  a  prqfessed  one  to  the  latter  only.    As 
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to  what  he  says  about  iveakening  the  Canon  of  Scripture, 
I  refer  to  my  Defence^ ;  where  that  matter  is  fairly  and 
fully  stated. 

I  now  come  to  you.  You  repeat  the  pietence  of  supre- 
macy :  which  requires  no  farther  answer  but  this ;  that 
you  mistake  tne  alone  unoriginaieness  for  alone  dominion* 
The  Father  is  not  the  alone  Governor :  but  he  alone  hath 
his  authority  and  dominion  from  none. 

Query  XXIX. 

Whether  private  reasoning,  in  a  matter  above  our  compre- 
hension, be  a  safer  rule  to  go  by,  than  the  general  sense 
and  judgment  of  the  primitive  Church  in  thp  first  300 
pears :  or,  supposing  it  doubtful  what  the  sense  of  the 
Church  was  within  that  time,  whether  what  was  deter- 
mined  by  a  Council  of  300  Bishops  soon  after,  with  the 
greatest  care  and  deliberation^  and  has  satisfied  men  of  the 
greatest  sense,  piety,  and  learning,  all  over  the  Christian 
world,  for  1400  years  since,  may  not  satisfy  wise  and  good 
men  now  P  * 

I  HERE  meet  with  nothing  but  what  has  been  abun- 
dantly answered  or  obviated.  Your  former  pretences 
were; 

1.  That  the  Nicene  Council  knew  nothing  of  individual 
consubstantiality. 

2.  That  they  understo€)d  consubstantial  in  a  figurative 
sense. 

3.  That  if  they  intended  any  real  consubstantiality,  it 
was  specific  only. 

4.  That  several  Councils,  more  numerous  than  that  of 
Nice,  determined  against  the  6fjLOov(riov, 

All  these  pleas  were  particularly  examined  and  confuted 
in  my  Defence  :  and  you  have  been  content  to  drop  them, 
as  indefensible,  without  any  reinforcement. 

You  have  nothing  farther  but  a  few  trifling  quibbles 

•  Vol.  i.  p.  324,  &c. 
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about  individual,  and  identical,  eiud* supreme  authority: 
which  may  now  pass  with  the  readers  for  words  of  course ; 
such  as  you  have  accustomed  yourself  to  repeat,  when 
you  have  no  mind  to  be  silent.  I  must  desire  the  reader 
to  turn  to  my  Defence  of  this  Query,  and  to  compare  it 
with  your  Reply ;  if  he  finds  any  .thing  in  what  you  have 
seud,  that  seems  to  require  any  consideration. 

Query  XXX. 

Whether,  supposing  the  case  doubtful,  it  be  not  a  wise  man's 
part  to  take  the  safer  side;  rather  to  think  too  highly, 
than  too  meanly  of  our  blessed  Saviour ;  rather  to  pay  a 
modest  deference  to  the  judgment  of  the  ancient  and  mo* 
dern  Church,  than  to  lean  to  one's  own  understanding  ? 

I  MUST  take  notice  of  what  the  Modest  Pleader 
here  pretends,  that  **  this  Query  may  be  retorted  with 
^«  irresistible  strength.'*  After  he  has  thus  prepared  his 
reader,  let  us  hear  what  his  words  come  to.  It  is  thus, 
*^  whether  it  be  not  a  wise  man's  part,  rather  to  think  top 
**  highly,  than  too  meanly  of  God  the  Father;  and  to  be 
*^  tender  of  his  incommunicable  honour."  To  which  I  an- 
swer, that  God  the  Father  has  determined  this  question 
already,  by  his  commands  laid  /upon  us  to  honour  his  Son 
even  as  himself;  and  by  his  giving  no  particular  cautions 
against  honouring  him  too  much.  If  we  err  on  this  part, 
in  honouring  the  Son  too  highly,  (without  the  least  thought 
of  dishonouring  the  Father,)  we  err  on  the  right  side,  as 
erring  on  the  side  of  the  precept ;  whereas  the  other  is 
erring  against  the  precept.  This  I  urged  before ',  and  nei- 
ther the  Modest  Pleader  nor  yourself  take  the  least  no- 
tice of  it.  However,  I  rested  my  argument  upon  this 
farther  consideration,  that  the  modest  side  is  the  safest  to 
err  in :  and  I  thought  a  debt  of  modesty  very  proper  to  be 
piud  to  the  ancient  Church,  and  to  all  the  modem  Churches  ; 
unless  you  had  plain  demonstration  for  your  dissent. 

But  the  Modest  Pleader  says,  a  "  modest  deference 
'^  should  be  paid  to  the  express  declarations  and  com- 
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**  Hiands  of  Scripture,  rather  than  to  the  additiom  of  any 
**  human  and  fallible  judgment."  But  where  if  faia  ««o- 
desty  to  call  his  unscriptural  inventions  by  the  venerable 
name  of  Scripture?  The  question  is  not,  whether  «a^pfi6$ff 
Scripture  ought  to  be  obeyed :  but  whether,  what  a  few 
confident  men  call  express  Scripture,  and  all  the  Churches 
of  Christendom,  early  and  late,  take  to  be  directly  con/riiry 
to  express  Scripture,  is  to  be  admitted  as  an  article  of 
faith. 

It  is  very  strange  that  you  should  so  often  speak  of 
human  and  ya/iiZ'Ztf  judgment,  and  never  consider  that  the 
j^udgment  you  make  is  human  and  fallibley  as  well  as  the 
rest.    Are  you,  m  particular,  privileged  from  error s,  or 
blessed  with  the  gift  of  it^allibility  ?  Since  we  are  com- 
paring human  with  human,  and  fallible  with  fallille  judg- 
ment ;  think  it  possible  that  many^  and  great,  and  u4se  men 
may  have  judged  right,  and  that  a  few  may  have  judged 
ivrong.    There  is  a  presumption,  a  strong  probability,  to 
«ay  no  more,  against  you :  nor  will  any  thing  less  than 
demonstration  be  sufficient  to  support  yoor  pretences,  in 
opposition  to  the  current  judgment  of  tbe  Christian  world. 
In  modesty,  the  novelists  ought  to  pay  a  >deferetice  to 
wiser  men  than  themselves ;  and  not  presume  that  they 
4mve  Scripture  on  their  side,  tifl  they  are  able  to  prove 
it.    But  of  this  I  said  enough  in  my  Defence^;  and  you 
make  no  answer.    You  have  nothing  more,  mder  this 
Query,  but  repetition  of  your  prefece;  which  I  have  an- 
swered in  its  place.    Only  I  nrnst  taike  notice  of  one  reaj 
peculiar  piece  of  grave  bamer ;  your  acossingme  as  appeal- 
ing to  the  ptissions  of  the  readers,  only  for  pctorting  upon 
you  your  own  declamation,  in  somewhat  stronger  words; 
as  I  had  a  better  cause  to  support  tiiem.    Who  was  it 
that  first  ^^ed  upon  us  to  *^  consider,  what  to  answer  at 
*^  tbe  great  day,  &c.  ?''  So  solemn  an  sffpfpesH,  upon  such 
itriOing  pretences  as  you  bad,  obliged  me  to  remind  you  of 
the  infinitely  greater  risk  you  run,  in  unaocoiantably  de- 

f  VoLi.p.324,325. 
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nying  your  Lord  and  God.    You  tell  us  also  of  names  of 
reproach;  at  the  same  time  reproaching  the  Church  of 
God,  apd  the  most  eminent  lights  of  it  in  all  ages,  as  7H- 
tkeistSf  or  Sab€llian&^  or  Scholastics^  or  sls  cojitentiom  men, 
that  built  their  £aith  on  metaphysical  speculations.  It  seems, 
yoxx  can  ibel  any  thing  that  looks  like  a  reproach  upon 
yoursehres;  at  the  same  time  causelessly  dealing  about 
hard  names,  and  most  injurious  reflections  upon  all  around 
you.     Learn  to  be  modest,  or  at  least  commonly  civil  to 
others,  and  you  may  meet  with  suitable  returns.  We  shall 
^not  suffer  you  to  ran  on  with  your  cbai^  of  Sabeilian^ 
iwm,  Tritheism,  scholastic  jargon,  &c,  which  jam  cannot 
-fiftake  good  against  us ;  without  letting  the  world  k>mmr 
something  of  a  charge  of  Arianism^  which  we  can  mak4s 
'good  against  you,  having  often  done  it  with  the  force  and 
-e^^dence  of  ^iemonstration.     As  tx>  the  charge  I  mad6 
(p.  435.)  drelatSng  to  your  resting  your  canee,  in  the  k»t 
taesuk,  -scdeiy  upon  metaphysksj  thoeigh  you  are  pleased  Xo 
•call  it  calumny,  there  is  not  a  sylhMe  of  it  but  what  i« 
-g^otly  time,  and  may  be  undeniably  proved  from  Dr« 
darkey's  own  pieoes,  and  yours.     I  exoept  one  or  two 
partiovilars,  which  I  remen^r  to  have  met  with  only  in 
(Mr.  Eailyn's  Tracts^.     I  hope  you  will  not  think  him  an 
ignormnt  writer,  nor  owe  that  is  used  t?o  aUege  such  reasom 
-q^y  ^  his  adversaries  ehou^d  desire  or  wish  for.     He  has 
long  studied  this  controversy,  and,  as  I  <Jonceive,  under- 
stands'it  better  than  some  who  have  succeeded  him  in  it, 
^od  Mrho  have  been  content  sometimes  to  borrow  from 
him.     But  that  by  the  way:  I  *stiU  oontinue  to  affi«*m, 
bavitig  proved  it  more  than  once,  that  in  the  last  result 
y^fwr  doctrine  stands  upon  ^metaphysics  only,  and  such 
^etences  41s  I  mentioned  in  *be  place  above  cited.    They 
iSLfG^  what  you  oonstandy  retreat  to,  when  pressed:  and 
uAtheut  tkem  ywi  cainot  advance  one  ^jonsiderable  «tep 
towards  what  you  aim  at,  with  all  your  pretehded  proofii 
from  Scripture  or  antiquity. 

K  Emljn's  Tnicti,  p.  165. 
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Query  XXXI. 

JVhelher  any  thing  less  than  clear  and  evident  demonstra- 
tion, on  the  side  o/"  Arianism,  ought  to  move  a  tvise  and 
good  man,  against  so  great  appearances  of  truth  on  the 
side  of  orthodoxy,  from  Scripture,  reason,  and  antiquity  ; 
and  whether  we  may  not  wait  long  before  we  find  such 
demonstration  ? 

WHAT  the  Modest  Pleader  here  pretends  against  the 
charge  of  Arianism  has  been  abundantly  answered  more 
than  once^.  And  as  to  his  cavil  against  charging  con- 
sequences in  this  case,  I  have  distinctly  considered  it  else- 
where*. 

Among  all  the  charges  I  made,  you  will  hardly  meet 
with  any  such  general  charge  as  is  here  brought  against 
me,  of  "  subverting  all  science,  and  all  reli^on,"  without 
showing  how  or  why.  When  I  make  a  charge,  I  sig- 
nify upon  what  I  found  it,  and  give  you  the  liberty  of  de- 
fending yourselves  if  you  can.  This  other  method  of  ge- 
neral scandal,  thrown  out  in  such  away  as  to  bar  a  man 
the  privilege  of  self-defence,  is  of  all  the  most  ungenerous, 
mean,  and  detestable.  All  I  shall  say  to  it  is  this ;  that  I 
have  demonstration  before  me,  that  if  the  roan  bad  had 
any  thing  he  could  have  mentioned  without  exposing  him- 
self, he  would  certainly  have  produced  it  at  full  length  : 
and  therefore,  I  presume,  his  general  charge  about  nobody 
knows  what,  may  reasonably  pass  for  a  bounce  extraor- 
dinary, words  and  no  more. 

After  a  deal  of  trifling  repetition,  you  are  at  length 
pleased  to  ease  your  reader  and  me;  leaving  me  some 
words  of  my  own,  which  stand  better  in  their  place.  You 
do  well  to  return  me  back  the  good  advice  I  gave  you, 
which  you  had  made  no  use  of.  As  to  the  honest  reader, 
I  desire  him  to  take  notice,  that  every  thing  material  in 

^  In  my  Defence,  and  in  this  Second  Defence,  and  particularly  in  my  Sajp- 
plement  to  the  Case  of  Arian  Sabscription,  yoL  ii.  p.  354,  355,  393, 394. 
i  Supplement,  vol.  IL  p.  355,  &c. 
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tbis  Query  is  entirely  dropped :  no  demonstration  given  of 
the  new  scheme^  nor  so  much  as  pretended ;  no  answer  to 
jftve  particulars  which  required  satisfaction.   As  you  begin, 
so  you  end,  with  evasions  and  subterfuges,  shiftings  and 
disguises  5  perpetually  running  off  from  the  true  point  in 
question,  and  wrapping  yourself  up  in  clouds  and  darkness ; 
studying  and  contriving  all  possible  ways  to  perplex  rather 
than  instruct,  and  fearing  nothing  so  much  as  to  have  the 
issue  of  the  cause  put  upon  a  clear  foot,  or  left  to  a  fair 
hearing.     It  might  reasonably  have  been  expected,  while 
you  write  under  cover,  that  you  would  have  taken  quite 
another  method :  and  give  me  leave  to  judge  so  justly  y  or 
at  least  so  kindly  of  you,  as  to  believe  you  would  have 
done  it,  had  you  been  left  entirely  to  your  own  counsels. 
I  am  not  such  a  stranger  to  you,  or  so  unacquainted  with 
your  style,  your  mannery  your  diction^  (in  many  private 
papers,  as  you  well  know,  besides  what  you  have  pwi- 
lishedy)  as  not  to  perceive,  that  many  things,  which  I  have 
here  answered  as  yours,  yet  never  came  from  your  pen.  I 
cannot  indeed  critically  distinguish  in  all  cases,  where  you 
begin  to  speak,  or  where  you  end :  but,  in  the  general,  where 
there  is  any  thing  that  looks  of  a  more  ingenuous  strain, 
and  is  most  like  what  one  would  expect  from  a  plain^ 
honest  man;  that  I  conceive  certainly  to  be  all  your  own. 
Indeed,  you  have  interpretatively  made  the  whole  yours, 
by  lending  your  name,  I  should  rather  say  your  person,  to 
it :  for  you  are  personated  all  the  way  through.    You  will 
therefore  the  more  easily  excuse  me  for  directing  myself 
generally  to  you,  even  in  those  parts  where  I  am  sensible 
I  haveiiad  to  do  with  another  man. 

One  thing  I  complain  of,  and  that  is  of  the  disingenuous 
use  every  where  made  of  writing  under  concealment,  and 
without  a  name.  I  should  have  had  a  great  deal  less 
trouble  in  examining  the  Reply,  had  it  been  to  be  owned 
by  any  man  of  character,  and  his  name  set  to  it.  He 
would  have  written,  very  probably,  with  more  care,  had 
his  reputation  been  staked  upon  it;  he  would  have  cut  off 
many  impertinence8>  would  not  have  attempted  to  put  so 
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many  gro^s  aod  palpable  abuaes  t^pon  the  readeiis,  nov 
have  undertaken  to  defend  what  was  at  first  sigbt  pktidy 
indefensible.  He  would  have  selected  such  things^  asd 
such  only,  as  n>ight  bear  some  colour  at  least,  and  af^ar 
of  real  weight:  such,  in  a  word,  as  might  become  a  scholar, 
a  man  of  sense,  and  a  man  oiprMiy^  to  urge,  and  notbtng 
more.  And  then  I  am  sure,  that  both  the  Reply  itself^ 
and  my  labour  in  examining  it,  would  have  beea  very 
much  shortened  :  and  our  readers  would  have  beef»  mocc' 
agreeably  and  more  usefully  entertained. 

1  sbtdl  conclude  with  observing,  how  easy  a  thing  it  may 
be  to  reduce  this  controversy  into  a  small  conipass ;  if 
men  would  but  come  sincerely  to  it^  and  keep  close  to  ihb 
principal  poiiUs  in  questicsi.  The  most  oonvenient  method, 
and  most  natural  order  of  inquiry,  woidd,  I  coacehre^  b6 
this  following  one. 

I.  IV hat  the  doctrine  to  be  examined  is* 

II.  Whether  it  be  pos^ble  / 

III.  Whether  it  be  trwe  f 

I. 

The  first  question  is,  what  the  doctrine  is;  which  lies  in 
these  particulars. 

1.  That  the  Father  is  God,  (in  the  strict  sense  of  neces- 
sarily  existing,  as  opposed  to  precarious  existence,)  and  the 
Son  God,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  God,  in  the  same  sense  of 
the  word  God. 

2.  That  the  Father  is  not  the  Son,  nor  the  Son  the  Fa- 
ther, nor  the  Holy  Ghost  either  Father  or  Son :  they  are 
distinct,  so  that  one  is  not  the  other ;  that  is,  as  we  now 
term  it,  they  are  three  distinct  Persons,  and  two  of  them 
eternally  referred  up  to  one. 

3.  These  three,  however  distinct  enough  to  be  three 
Persons,  are  yet  united  enough  to  be  one  God. 

II. 
The  second  question  is^  wheiker  the  ^U^im  be  possiUei 
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AU  that  tvlates  to  this  question  is  TcaeiviMe  mto  ibree 
odier  questions. 

1.  Whether  there  can-  be  three  Persons  nec€s$ariij/  «i;- 
iating? 

2.  Whether  three  such  Persons  cam  be  one  Gad,  in  the 
nature  of  the  thing  itself,  or  upon  the  fefft  of  mere  naisir^d 
reason? 

3.  Whether  they  can,  be  me  God,,  consistently  with 
any  data  in  Scripture,  any  thing  plainly  kubd  down  » 
sacred  writ;  as^  suppose,  subordmaiicmj  mmiony  gem^ 
ration  ? 

If  any  one  of  these  questions  can  be  deternrined  io^  the 
negmtivt  with  sufiici^it  certainty ^  theii  the  doctrine,  as-^ 
here  stated,  is  not  possible:  but  if  none  of  these  questions 
can  be  with  any  eertainiy  determined  in  the  negaiive^  the 
doctrine  then  must  be  allowed  to  be  possible. 

I.  Th&Jirst  question  cannot  be  determined  in  the  negor* 
tive;  for,  after  frequent  trials  so  to  determine  it,  no  one  baa 
been  yet  found  able  to  do  it :  all  the  pretended  proofs  of 
it  are  sophistical;  they  may  be,  they  have  been,  shown  to 
be  so. 

a*  Aa  to  the  second  questif>n,  no  one  has  hilhereo  been 
able  to  deternoiine  it  ia  «he  negative;  though  often  sd'^ 
tempted.  And  there  is  this  reason  to  be  given  why  iv 
never  can  be  done;  that  no  certain  principle  of  i$idivi^ 
duation  ever  has  Or  can  be  fixed :  upoa  wMch  alone  the 
resolutk>n  of  that  qjiafistion^  on  the  fdot  of  mete  natmel 
reason,  entirely  depends. 

3.  As  to  the  third  question,  there  isf  no  defterminiag  it 
in  the  negative;  becavise  it  i$  certain  that  subordination  or 
mission  may  be  consistent  with  equality  of  nature;  as  is 
seen  ev^i  in  m^.  And  if  it  be  pkaded,  that  such  suborii" 
nation  is  not  eonsis^ient  with  the  tmiiyy  (though  it  might 
with  the  equoiity,)  our  ideas  of  the  unity  are  too  imper- 
fect to  reason  solicUy  upon :  nor  can  any  nmn  prove  that 
every  kind  of  unity  must  be  either  ioo  dose  to  admit  of 
^ny  suhordimtion^^  or  else  too  loose  to  make  the  Persons 
one  God,   How  ehdil  it  be  sbown^  that  the  distinction  majf 
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not  be  great  enough  to  answer  the  subordination,  8cc.  and 
yet  the  union  close  enough  to  make  the  Persons  one  God? 
Our  faculties  are  not  sufficient  for  these  things.  If  eternal 
generation  be  objected  to  as  a  thing  impossible,  the  ob- 
jectors  should  show  that  there  cannot  be  any  eternal  re- 
ference  or  relation  of  one  to  the  other,  as  heady  fountain,  or 
center:  which  is  the  sum  of  what  eternal  generation 
amounts  to ;  and  which  (though  often  attempted)  could 
never  yet  be  proved  to  carry  any  thing  contradictory  in  it. 
Not  to  mention  that  could  it  be  really  proved  to  be  ab- 
surd or  contradictory,  yet  the  main  doctrine  might  possibly 
stand  independent  of  it  j  among  such  at  least  as  scruple 
not  to  throw  off  the  ancients,  and  confine  the  dispute  to 
Scripture  alone :  which  is  not  so  clear  or  full  for  the  eter- 
nal generation,  as  it  is  for  the  eternal  existence  of  the  Son. 
Upon  the  whole,  since  the  doctrine  can  never  be  proved 
to  be  impossible ;  it  must  be  allowed  to  be  possible :  and 
now, 

III. 

The  third  and  last  question  is,  whether  the  doctrine  be 
tme  ?  For  the  resolving  of  which,  we  must  have  recourse 
to  Scripture  and  antiquity.  Whoever  undertakes  to  de- 
bate this  question  should  forbear  every  topic  drawn  from 
the  nature  of  the  thing;  because  such  arguments  belong 
only  to  the  other  question,  wfiether  the  doctrine  be  possible: 
and,  in  all  reason,  the  possibility  should  be  presupposed  in 
dl  our  disputes  from  Scripture  or  Fathers. 

By  what  I  have  here  observed,  it  appears  that  the  con- 
troversy of  the  Trinity  may  be  easily  brought  to  a  short 
issue,  and  be  comprised  in  two  sheets  of  paper.  The 
strength  of  the  adversaries  most  certainly  lies  in  the  ques- 
tion of  the  possibility :  and  if  they  have  any  thing  con- 
siderable to  urge,  it  may  be  dispatched  in  a  very  few 
words ;  one  demonstration  (if  any  one  can  be  found)  being 
as  good  as  a  hundred. 

If  none  can  be  found,  I  doubt  not  but  all  reasonable 
men  will  immediately  give  up  the  point  in  respect  of 
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Scripture  and  antiquity ;  which  have  been  so  often  and 
so  unanswerably  proved  to  be  on  our  side. 

My  hearty  concern  for  truth,  on  whatever ,  side  it  may 
be  conceived  to  lie,  and  my  desire  to  submit  every  doc- 
trine (not  excepting  even  those  which  we  call  funda-- 
mental)  to  a  free  and  fair  trial,  makes  me  willing  to  ofier 
those  hints;  which  may  be  useful  to  our  adversaries,  if 
there  be  any  real  strength  in  the  cause  they  have  under- 
taken. I  am  not  afraid  of  pointing  out  to  them  the 
shortest  and  readiest  way  of  confuting  us,  if  there  be  any 
way  of  doing  it.  Let  them  try  the  strength  of  their  pAi- 
losopht/f  or  metaphysics,  when  they  please : ,  I  desire  only 
to  have  the  cause  put  upon  clear  and  solid  reasoning, 
upon  firm  principles  pursued  by  regular  and  just  infer- 
ences or  deductions.  And  let  the  world  see  whether  any 
modem  improvements  in  philosophy,  logic,  or  metaphy- 
sics, can  raise  Arianism  up,  in  these  latter  days,  which 
never  could  be  supported,  formerly,  by  all  that  human 
wit  and  learning  could  invent  or  contrive  for  it. 


VOL.  111.  1  1 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Digitized  by 


Google 


ANSWER 


TO 


THE   POSTSCRIPT. 


JL  OU  conclude  with  a  Postscript  relating  to  Dr.  Calamy : 
whom  you  first  reproach  very  roundly,  as  one  that  has 
been  throughout  misled,  ly  trusting  to  my  citations  and 
comments.  You  ought  to  beg  his  pardon  for  this  un- 
righteous report  5  which  was  not  made  in  ih^fear  of  God, 
nor  under  a  sense  of  the  common  obligations  of  hu" 
manity  or  justice  towards  man.  If  I  should  report  that 
you  had  been  frequently  (I  do  not  say  throughout)  misled  * 
by  Dr.  Clarke's  citations  and  comments,  I  should  say  no 
more  than  I  have  given  abundant  proof  of:  but  what 
proof  have  you  given  that  Dr.  Calamy  has  been  through- 
out misled  by  mine?  I  know  not  whether  you  will  be 
able  to  give  a  single  example  of  it.  However  it  had  been 
but  just,  rather  to  have  said  that  he  had  been  misled  by 
trusting  to  his  own  judgment,  concurring  with  mine.  For 
it  is  plain  enough  that  the  Doctor  has  examined  for  him- 
self: and  if  he  has  fallen,  in  a  great  measure,  into  the 
same  way  of  thinking  vnth  me,  it  is  not  as  trusting  to  my 
citations  or  comments,  but  as  approving  the  grounds  upon 
which  they  stand.  You  had  the  less  reason  to  reproach 
him  as  having  been  throughout  misled  by  me,  when  the 
main  design  of  your  Postscript  is  to  intimate  to  the  world 
that  he  differs  from  me  in  one  part  of  his  scheme,  which 
you  think  very  considerable:  an  argument,  sure,  that 
he  did  not  take  things  upon  trust  from  others;  but 
considered  and  examined  carefully,  before  he  gave  into 
them. 
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The  second  citation  which  you  produce  from  him,  to 
intimate  to  me  (as  you  pretend)  the  consequence  of  my 
notion^  relates  not  to  my  notion ;  nor  was  it  written  with 
any  such  view^  but  with  regard  to  quite  another  notion^. 
The  unaccountable  part  you  have  here  acted,  in  citing  it 
and  tacking  it  most  unrighteously  to  the  former,  must 
make  your  very  friends  blush  for  you,  or  stand  astonished 
at  you.  Whether  it  was  done  with  design,  or  was  purely 
blunder  J  the  author  of  the  Postscript  (for  I  would  gladly 
hope  it  was  not  you)  best  knows.  Suppose  it  owing  to 
haste  and  carelessness;  yet  even  want  of  care,  in  charges 
of  this  kind^  will  be  apt  to  cast  some  blemish  upon  a 
writer's  honesty  or  probity. 

I  lay  hold  on  this  opportunity  of  thanking  Dr.  Calamy 
for  his  learned  and  usefid  labours  in  defence  of  our  com- 
mon  faith :  and'  it  is  witb  pleasure  I  take  notice  of  the 
seasonable  stand  which  he  and, many  others  (the  most 
eminent  and  most  considerable  men  of  \}nt  Dissenting  way) 
have  madej  in  opposition  to  the  threatening  defection,  and 
to  preserve  their  flocks  in  time  of  danger.  If  he  has  any 
where  differed  from  me,  in  less  material  points,  holding 
the  foundation  sure,  the  doctrine  of  a  real  and  coequal 
Trinity  5  he  is  at  liberty  to  follow  his  own  judgment,  and 
to  defend  the  main  articles  in  such  a  way  as  appears  to 
him  most  reasonable^  and  freest  from  embarrassments.  I 
will  first  suppose  that  he  really  differs  from  me  in  the  point 
cf  subordination,  (though^  I  conceive,  he  does  not,)  yet  what 
advantage  do  you  propose  to  reap  from  it,  that  you  should 
now  so  plume  yourself  upon  it  ?  Do  not  deceive  yourself 
in  this  matter :  if  Dr.  Calamy  has  made  any  concession  of 
this  kind>  beyond  what  I  have  thought  proper  to  do,  he 
will  still  be  able  to  maintain  his  ground  against  Dr.  Clarke 
and  his  adherents,  both  from  Scripture  and  antiquity.  As 
to  Scripture,  allowing  any  natural  subordination  of  Christ, 
as  God,  to  be  inconsistent  with  his  essential  Divinity ;  the 
question  then  will  he,  whether  your  proofs  of  any  such 

•  See  Dr.  Calamy's  Sermons^  p.  345. 
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natural  subordination  (distinguished  from  economieai)  are 
plainer^  stronger^  or  fuller  than  the  proofs  ot  the  essential 
Divinity.  Here,  I  conceiye,  he  will  have  the  advantage 
very  evidently,  both  in  the  number  and  the  strength  of  hit 
proofs.  Your  pretended  voluntary  generation  he  will  re- 
ject as  an  unscriptural  dream  of  human  invention:  your 
Scripture  proofs  of  the  necessary  existence  of  the  Father 
will  stand  upon  no  better  a  foot  than  hi&  Scripture  proofs 
of  the  necessary  existence  of  the  Son.  Your  pretences  from' 
the  prepositions  of,  by,  through,  or  iti,  he  will  resolve 
ihto  economical  order :  and  you  will  not  be  able  to  prove 
from  I  Cor.  viii.  5.  that  God  the  Son  is  included  in  the  all 
things  which  are  q/*the  Father.  Metaphysics  you  will  be 
ashamed  to  offer,  having  so  oflen  pretended  to  condemn 
them  in  us.  All  your  little  quibbles  about  derived  and 
underived,  about  cause  and  effect,  about  acts  of  the  will, 
about  identical  substance^  identical  lives,  and  the  like,  will 
drop  at  once.  In  short,  when  antiquity  is  set  aside,  you 
will  find  it  extremely  difficult  to  make  it  appear  that  the 
Scripture  account  of  subordination  necessarily  infers  any^ 
natural  subordination,  or  may  not  possibly  be  understood 
of  economical  only  5  as  some  writers  of  note  seem  to 
have  understood,  as  high  as  the  sixth  century  ^>  if  not 
higher. 

As  to  antiquity,  you  will  be  dble  to  prove  a  natural 
subordination,  very  plainly,  from  the  earliest  Fathers : 
but  not  more  plainly  than  Dr.  Calamy  will  be  able  to 
prove  the  consubstantiality^  coeterrnty,  omnipresence,  om^ 
niscience,  and  other  Divine  attributes  of  Grod  the  Son:  not 
more  plainly  than  he  will  prove  from  the  ancients,  that 
the  Father  and  Son  are  one  God,  (one  God  mott  high,) 
that  creature  worship  is  idolatry,  that  no  inferior  God 
must  be  admitted,  and  the  like.  The  question  then  will 
be,  (since  the  ancients,  upon  the  present  hypothesis,  must 
be  said  to  have  contradicted  themselves  and  each  other^) 
I  say,  the  question  will  be,  whether  you  have  more  and 

^  See  Jobios  apud  Photiiim  Cod.  cczzii.  p.  624^  625. 
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'  stronger  testimonies  for  one  part  of  the  contradiction,  than 
the  Doctor  will  have  for  the  other  part.  Here  agsun  he 
will  manifestly  have  the  advantage  over  you>  in  the  number 
and  strength  of  his  testimonies :  and  he  may  justly  plead, 
either  to  have  the  evidence  of  antiquity  set  aside  as  null; 
or  that  the  many  tenets,  wherein  the  Fathers  agree  with 
his  schema,  be  admitted  as  more  considerable  than  the 
few  tenets  wherein  they  agree  with  you.  Thus,  so  far 
as  I  apprehend,  you  and  your'  friends  will  be  really  no 
gainers  by  Dr.  Calamy's  concessions;  or  by  throwmg 
oflF  the  subordination,  as  impossible  and  contradictory  on 
both  sides. 

Nevertheless,  I  am  fully  and  unalterably  persuaded, 
that  the  true  and  right  way  is,  to  admit  the  subordination, 
and  to  assert  the  essential  Divinity  of  all  the  three  Persons 
together  "with  it.  Both  parts  appear  to  be  founded  in 
Scripture,  and  were  undoubtedly  believed  by  the  ancients 
in  general :  and  there  is  no  repugnancy  between  them, 
more  than  what  lies  in  mistaken  fancy  or  imagination.  I 
know  not  whether  Dr.  Calamy  might  not  pay  too  great  a 
regard  to  Dr.  Clarke's  partial  representation  of  this  mat- 
ter; and  so  take  Bp.  Pearson's  and  Bp.  Bull's  sentiments 
something  otherwise  than  they  intended  them.  I  observe, 
that  he  admits  ^eternal  generation,  necessary  emanation, 
and  natural  order;  which  is,  in  other  words,  admitting 
all  that  is  intended  by  priority  of  order  or  subordination. 
The  Son  proceeds ^om  the  Father;  the  Fatheryrom  none: 
this  is  the  difference  of  natural  order  which  the  ancients, 
and  after  them  those  two  excellent  modems,  speak  of;  viz. 
that  the  Son  is  referred  up  to  (he  Father  as  to  a  Head  or 
Fountain,  and  not  vice  versa.  This  reference  or  relation 
of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  we  call  subordination:  and  this 
is  all  that  is  natural,  the  rest  is  economical.  If  Dr.  Clarke 
has  represented  subordination  otherwise,  pretending  Bp. 
Pearson's  or  Bp.  Bull's  authority  for  it,  he  has  done  un- 
fairly :  and  perhaps  Dr.  Calamy  intended  no  more  than  to 

^  Sermons^  p.  20,  49,  263. 
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condemn  the  notion  so  represented  <*.  Which  is  not  con- 
demning either  Bp.  Pearson's,  or  Bp.  Bull's,  or  my  doc- 
trine; but  something  else  which  others  have  invented 
for  us. 

I  know  not  indeed  whether  you  will  allow  me  to  put, 
myself  in ;  because  I  am  represented  as  teaching  a  real 
coordination^  and  a  verbal  subordination  only.  But  I  am 
very  certain  that  the  same  objection,  or  rather  cavil,  lies 
equally  against  Bp.  Pearson  or  Bp.  Bull;  and  you  are 
very  sensible  of  it :  only  you  are  disposed  to  serve  a  turn 
by  making  some  use  of  those  greai  names.  They  both 
asserted  a  coequalityj  in  as  full  and  strong  terms  as  I  any 
where  do :  which  coequality  you  are  pleased  to  miscall, 
in  me,  coordination  ;  assuming  a  strange  liberty  of  altering 
the  sense  of  words,  and  affecting  to  speak  a  new  language, 
to  make  way  for  a  new  faith. 

To  conclude  5  if  Dr.  Calamy  and  I  really  diflFer,  (as  I 
think  we  do  not^)  we  agree  however  in  the  main  points, 
and  much  better  than  our  late  revivers  of  Arianism  agree 
among  themselves.  And  I  doiibt  not  but  that  by  the 
united  labours  of  the  true  friends  of  our  common  faiths 
(with  God's  blessing  upon  them,)  the  vain  attempts  of  our 
new  Arians  and  Eunomians  will  be  defeated  and  baffled, 
(as  were  formerly  those  of  their  predecessors,)  and  that 
the  Catholic  doctrine  of  the  ever  blessed  Trinity,  that  sa- 
cred depositum  of  the  Church  of  Christ,  will  be  preserved 
whole  and  entire,  and  handed  down,  as  to  us,  so  to  our 
latest  posterity,  through  all  generations. 

'  «  Whosoever  will  be  at  the  pftios  to  compare  the  several  passages  cited 
*'  by  Dr.  Clarke,  as  they  stand  in  the  places  whence  they  are  taken,  with 
**  other  clear  and  express  passages  of  our  learned  author,  (Bishop  Bnll,)  and 
'*  with  the  whole  scope  and  purport  of  his  reasonings  for  the  truth  of  the  Ni- 
**  cene  doctrine,  must  evidently  perceive  that  these  are  all  placed  in  quite  oH" 
"  other  light  than  in  the  book  referred  to :  that  some  are  direetfy  contrary 
*'  to  the  author's  true  meaning,  and  to  his  design  in  writing ;  and  most  of 
*'  the  rest  inconsistent,  at  least,  with  the  same^  as  the  Doctor  very  well 
*'  knew:'    Nelson's  JU/e  o/BuU,  p.  326,  327. 

END    OF    VOL.    III. 
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